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Executive Summary Northern Durham Parkway

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

North Carolina Department of Transportation Secretary Norris Tolson committed to the
Durham City Council and the Durham Board of County Commissioners that NCDOT
would evaluate the Northern Durham Parkway to the same level of detail as the
preliminary alternatives evaluated in the State Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.

The Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee developed the Northern Durham
Parkway and associated road improvements in response to public opposition to the
Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop. The Durham City Council and the Board of
Commissioners endorsed the Northern Durham Parkway as a substitute for the Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop in June 1999 Resolutions.

The Northern Durham Parkway begins at US 70 at the proposed extension to Aviation
Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred alternate for the Northwest and Northeast
Loop (Alternate 3) to Hamlin Road. The Parkway follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill
Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004. A new roadway links Red Mill Road with
Roxboro Road, extending across the Little River and passing north of existing Snow Hill
Road. The Parkway then follows existing Roxboro Road/Duke Street south to I-85. The
Northern Durham Parkway is approximately 25.5 miles in length.

Three key factors were evaluated to determine if the Northern Durham Parkway could
potentially substitute the preferred alternate for the Northwest and Northeast Loop.
These three key factors are:

A. Is the Northern Durham Parkway eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway Trust
Fund Act as a “loop project”?

B. Is the Northern Durham Parkway supported by federal and state environmental
regulatory and resource agencies?

C. Does the Northern Durham Parkway meet the purpose and need of reducing
travel demand and relieving traffic congestion on the existing and planned arterial
roadway network?

Based on a review of the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act, the North Carolina Special
Deputy Attorney General, Robert O. Crawford, Il determined that “In order for
Highway Trust Fund money to be used to fund improvements to existing corridors for
the Durham Northern Loop, the project must meet the legislative description of a
‘multilane facility on new location from 1-85 west of Durham to US 70 east of
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Durham.” Mr. Crawford added that in his “...opinion...the MPO proposal (Northern
Durham Parkway)...is inconsistent with the legislature intent.”

The environmental resources within the project area were inventoried and evaluated.
It was determined that the Northern Durham Parkway could have a significant impact
on the human and natural environments. The comments received from the federal and
state environmental resource and regulatory agencies are consistent with this
determination. The primary concerns expressed by the agencies involved the impacts
to the Falls Lake State Park and Wildlife Refuge owned by the US Army Corps of
Engineers. The Falls Lake State Park and Wildlife Refuge is a mitigation site that was
designated to replace the land flooded by Falls Lake. The use of any of these lands for
transportation purposes would require the approval from the US Army Corps of
Engineers and the acquisition of replacement lands. In addition, the NC Wildlife
Resource Commission stated their concerns that the proposed Parkway could
compromise their management plans for the wildlife refuge and game lands.

The purpose of and need for the Northwest and Northeast Loop as stated in the
Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan is to relieve congestion on arterial
routes in Durham. The No-Build Alternative and the Northern Durham Parkway
Alternative were compared using the approved Triangle Regional Traffic Model to
determine the transportation services provided by the Northern Durham Parkway.
Based on the comparison of the traffic projections for the design year 2025 for these
two alternatives, the Northern Durham Parkway does not relieve a substantial amount
of traffic from the arterial routes in western Durham County. The Northern Durham
Parkway serves the northern areas of Durham County and Person County but does not
provide a route west of Durham to relieve major routes such as Cole Mill Road, Guess
Road, and Roxboro Road.

Therefore, the NCDOT concludes that the Northern Durham Parkway does not warrant
detailed study as a substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop. The answers to
the three key factors evaluated for the Northern Durham Parkway are:

A. The Northern Durham Parkway is not eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway
Trust Fund Act as a loop project,

B. The Northern Durham Parkway in the area northeast of Hamlin Road could have
significant impacts to the natural and human environment and is unlikely to be
supported or permitted as the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA)” by the federal and state environmental regulatory
agencies, and
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C. The Northern Durham Parkway north of Hamlin Road would not significantly
reduce travel demand or relieve traffic congestion on existing and planned arterial
routes. Therefore, the Northern Durham Parkway is inconsistent with the
transportation purpose and need for a loop roadway in northern Durham.
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Northern Durham Parkway

I. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present the results of the Alternate Evaluation for the
Northern Durham Parkway in Durham County, North Carolina. The following sections
outline the history of the project, present the key issues evaluated for the Northern
Durham Parkway, and respond to the local resolutions proposing the Northern Durham
Parkway with other transportation improvements as an alternative to the Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop.

Copies of the North Carolina Department of Transportation correspondence and the
City and County resolutions referenced in this report are included in Appendices A and
B, respectively. Additional sources of information that were used in the preparation of
this report are listed as references at the end of the report.

Il. Project History and Status

The Northern Durham Parkway Alternative was developed in 1999 by the Durham
Joint City-County Planning Committee in response to public concerns with the
alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop. The following sections outline the historic chronology
of the events that occurred during the planning stages for the Durham Northwest and
Northeast Loop and the Northern Durham Parkway.

A. Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop

The need for a transportation facility in northern and eastern Durham was first
identified in the 1967 Durham Urban Area Long Range Thoroughfare Plan and was
known as Eno Drive - Gorman Road. Conceptual design plans were prepared in the
late 1960s to assist authorities in planning for the facility. The proposed location of the
Eno Drive - Gorman Road corridor remained relatively unchanged throughout the
1970s and 1980s, and was incorporated into each of the Durham Area Thoroughfare
Plans from 1967 through 1991. The project was never advanced beyond the
thoroughfare planning stage because of a lack of available funds to construct the
facility.

In the late 1980s, the North Carolina General Assembly enacted legislation which
would take full advantage of the nation’s expanding economy and attract new industry
to the state. The Legislature’s Joint Transportation Oversight Committee determined
the state would realize significant economic benefits from improving North Carolina’s
“primary transportation corridors” and constructing urban loops around seven of the
state’s major metropolitan areas.
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Based on the Committee’s findings, the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act was
passed. The “Durham Northern Loop” was described in the Act as a “multilane facility
on new location from I-85 west of Durham to US 70 east of Durham.” In 1990 the
Durham City Council passed a resolution requesting that the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to
determine the most feasible corridor location for the proposed urban loop.

In 1991, the NCDOT initiated a corridor planning study and the development of
an Environmental Impact Statement for Eno Drive - Gorman Road in accordance with
the North Carolina Environmental Policy Act. Eno Drive - Gorman Road was listed in
the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s 1995-2001 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and subsequent TIPs as TIP project Nos. R-2630 and
R-2631 and labeled the Durham Northwest Loop and the Durham Northeast Loop,
respectively. TIP Project No. R-2630, the Durham Northwest Loop, extends from I-85
west of Durham, near the Durham - Orange County line, to -85 northeast of Durham.
TIP Project No. R-2631, the Durham Northeast Loop, extends from -85 northeast of
Durham to US 70 near the Durham - Wake County line.

The corridor planning study considered the beneficial and adverse impacts of the
No-Build Alternative, the Mass Transit Alternative, the Transportation Systems
Management Alternative, and 432 Build Alternatives. Preliminary Build Alternatives
were developed from four major corridors and more than one dozen connecting
corridors. Combining selected major corridors with various connecting corridors
produced over 1900 preliminary Build Alternatives north and south of the Eno River.
An environmental screening was conducted on the major and connecting corridors to
identify which of the preliminary Build Alternatives would be studied in detail. The
three major corridors and multiple connecting corridors south of the Eno River were
selected for detailed study. The major corridor and connecting corridors north of the
Eno River were eliminated from further consideration.

From 1991 to 1994, the Build Alternatives were studied in detail in order to
determine the significance of each alternative’s potential impact on the human and
natural environments. The NCDOT held twenty-two (22) informational meetings and
workshops to present the study findings to the public and receive comment on the
project alternatives.

The State Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) documenting the human
and natural environmental impacts of the No-Build Alternative and 432 Build
Alternatives was approved in October 1994. The Corridor Public Hearings were held
in February 1995.
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In February and March 1995, resolutions were adopted by the Durham County
Board of Commissioners and the Durham City Council, respectively. These resolutions
stated that the Council and the Commissioners “did not support any of the Alternatives
presented for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop.” In April 1995, the City of
Durham passed a resolution supporting the “establishment of a Joint City-County
Committee to evaluate transportation alternatives...” The Durham City Council and the
Durham County Board of Commissioners appointed citizens to serve on the
“Northeast/Northwest Corridor Alternatives Evaluation Committee”. This committee
was charged with the task “to examine the present and future transportation needs of
the North Durham community and determine the best ways to achieve the goal of
efficient travel...” The Final Report from the Northeast/Northwest Corridor Alternatives
Evaluation Committee was published in June 1996.

The NCDOT announced the selection of Alternate 3 from US 70 at the Wake
County line to Guess Road as the Preferred Alternative in September 1997. Additional
studies were proposed for the Durham Northwest Loop from Guess Road to 1-85 west
of Durham because each of the Build Alternatives evaluated in the SDEIS encroached
into the expanded Eno River State Park near Sparger Road.

B. Northern Durham Parkway

Throughout 1998, the Durham City Council and County Commissioners
continued to express their concerns about the Preferred Alternative for the Northwest
and Northeast Loop. The NCDOT Secretary Norris Tolson requested that the City and
County reach a consensus on how to proceed with the proposed project. In October
1998, the Durham Environmental Affairs Board prepared a report entitled
“Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Northwest/Northeast Loop”. Based on the
findings of this report, the Durham County Commissioners passed a resolution to
support the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop from the eastern terminal at US 70
to 1-85 in the vicinity of Junction Road in February 1999.

A Joint City-County Planning Committee comprised of three representatives from
the city council and three county commissioners undertook a study of transportation
options in northern Durham. Under the leadership of the joint committee,
representatives from Durham’s business, environmental, and political communities
made personal commitments to develop an alternative that could offer “the preferred
solution to transportation problems in northeastern Durham.” The communities’
preferred solution recommended the Northern Durham Parkway and associated
roadway improvements as the “...substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop
(TIP Nos. R-2630 and R-2631) and the proposed Durham Northern Freeway...”
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The Joint City-County Planning Committee called a special session on May 21,
1999 at City Hall to present their resolution to NCDOT and the elected officials
representing the project area. Members of the Joint City-County Planning Committee;
representatives from the Eno River Association, the Greater Durham Chamber of
Commerce, the Durham Board of Realtors, the Citizens Alternatives Committee and the
Gorham Community Association; and four members of the North Carolina General
Assembly stated their favor for the Northern Durham Parkway.

The NCDOT Secretary Norris Tolson responded to the proposal of the Northern
Durham Parkway with the promise that the NCDOT would “look closely” at this new
alternative. Secretary Tolson assured the Joint City-County Planning Committee that
the Northern Durham Parkway would be evaluated to the same level of detail as the
other preliminary Build Alternatives identified in the SDEIS.

The City and County passed resolutions supporting the Northern Durham
Parkway in June 1999. In response to the resolutions, NCDOT Secretary David McCoy
reaffirmed former Secretary Norris Tolson’s commitment to the Joint City-County
Planning Committee. Secretary McCoy stated that NCDOT would conduct a “fatal flaw
analysis (Alternative Evaluation) for the Northern Durham Parkway corridor using the
same criteria used to evaluate the preliminary build corridors presented in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.” This Alternative Evaluation was initiated by NCDOT
in late 1999. The results of the Alternative Evaluation and the responses to the June
1999 Resolutions are presented in the following sections of this report.

I1l. Northern Durham Parkway

This section describes the Northern Durham Parkway location as prepared by the
Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee and the refined corridor location
defined for the Alternative Evaluation by the NCDOT. Both locations of the Northern
Durham Parkway are shown on Exhibit 1.

A. Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee Location

The Northern Durham Parkway, as identified by the Durham Joint City-County
Planning Committee, is shown on Exhibit 1 with a purple dashed line. It begins at
US 70 at the proposed extension to Aviation Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred
alternate for the Northwest and Northeast Loop (Alternate 3) to Hamlin Road. The
Parkway follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004. A new
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Northern Durham Parkway

roadway links Red Mill Road with Roxboro Road, extending across the Little River and
passing north of existing Snow Hill Road. The Parkway then follows existing Roxboro
Road/Duke Street south to I-85.

The Northern Durham Parkway is proposed in the City and County resolutions as a “4-
lane Class | rural arterial (parkway) with 45 MPH speed limit”. The Parkway would
include "limited access to newly-constructed segments, landscaped median and right of
way, turn bays, bus pull-outs, sidewalks, facilities for bicycles, and maximum use of
noise mitigation.”

B. Northern Durham Parkway Modifications

The Northern Durham Parkway as proposed by the Joint City-County Planning
Committee was modified in a few areas to meet the required design standards for a
four-lane rural arterial and to minimize the impacts to both the human and natural
environments. These modifications ensured that the most practicable location for the
Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated. The modified corridor is shown in red on
Exhibit 1.

As shown on Exhibit 1, the Northern Durham Parkway was not revised between
US 70 and SR 1636 (Glenn Road). However, the Parkway was revised in the area of
Hamlin Road to allow free-flow, continuous movement between the Parkway and
Hamlin Road to the west. Hamlin Road to the east would connect to the Northern
Durham Parkway with a “T” type intersection.

The existing horizontal curves and vertical grade along Hamlin Road are not
consistent with the design standards for an arterial. Therefore, the Parkway was shifted
south onto new location for a short section to improve the horizontal and vertical
design and to avoid impacting several residences along Hamlin Road and Chewning
Middle School, located at the existing intersection of Hamlin Road and Red Mill Road.
The revisions to the Parkway also provide a safe connection for the south end of Red
Mill Road to the Parkway.

No revisions were made to the Northern Durham Parkway along Red Mill Road
between Hamlin Road and the existing bridge at the Eno River. However, north of the
river, the Parkway was shifted from existing Red Mill Road to Old Red Mill Road in
order to minimize wetland impacts and to avoid the proposed industrial development
located north of Technika Parkway in Treyburn.

The new location portion of the Northern Durham Parkway proposed in the
resolution was modified northeast of Technika Parkway to minimize the land required
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from the US Army Corps of Engineers property and to avoid the recently purchased
Durham City Park land. The new location section was also modified east of Old
Oxford Road to minimize impacts to the Little River crossing and the proposed
Treyburn development.

The Northern Durham Parkway corridor is approximately 25.5 miles long. The
segment from US 70 to Hamlin Road is approximately 9.3 miles long; the segment
from Hamlin Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) is also approximately 9.3 miles long; and
the segment along Roxboro Road/Duke Street to I-85 is approximately 6.9 miles long.

IV. Northern Durham Parkway Evaluation

The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated as a four-lane divided arterial with at-
grade, signalized intersections at major road crossings. The Parkway is highlighted in
red in Exhibit 1. The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated using the same criteria
used to evaluate the preliminary Build Alternatives studied in the State Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The NCDOT evaluated the Northern Durham
Parkway based on three key factors:

A. Is the Northern Durham Parkway eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway Trust
Fund Act as a “Loop Project”?

B. Is the Northern Durham Parkway supported by federal and state environmental
regulatory and resource agencies?

C. Does the Northern Durham Parkway meet the purpose and need of reducing
travel demand and relieving traffic congestion on the existing and planned arterial
roadway network?

The results of the Alternative Evaluation are presented in the following three sections:
A. Loop Status and Project Funding, B. Environmental Impacts and Permits, and

C. Project Purpose and Need. The results presented in these sections answer the
above three questions using the following sources of information:

» The legal definitions of Loop Projects stated in the Highway Trust Fund Act,
» The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Interagency Agreement,

» The environmental resources located in the project area,

* The Federal and state resource and regulatory agencies’ comments,

* The Federal and state permit and land acquisition requirements for highway
projects, and

* The Triangle Regional Model.
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A. Loop Status and Project Funding

In 1989, the legislature created the North Carolina Highway Trust Fund (Article
14 of Chapter 136 of the North Carolina General Statutes). Monies in the Trust Fund

are allocated for Intrastate System roadways, urban loops, and other projects.

The General Statute 136-180 states that the monies allocated from the Trust Fund
for urban loops may be used only for seven legislatively specified projects. These
seven loops, one of which is the Durham Northern Loop, constitute 25.05 percent of

total Trust Fund monies.

Appendix A, Exhibit A-9 for the complete opinion) that:

“In order for Highway Trust Fund money to be used to fund
improvements to existing corridors for the Durham Northern
Loop, the project must meet the legislative description of a
‘multilane facility on new location from I-85 west of Durham to
US 70 east of Durham.” It is my opinion that...the MPO
proposal (Northern Durham Parkway)...is inconsistent with the
legislature intent.”

Mr. Crawford further stated that:

“The legislature intended that the Durham Northern Loop
consist of a bypass around Durham on new location. Roxboro
Road, Cole Mill Road, and Guess Road are existing roads that
have traffic capacity problems. The legislature clearly did not
intend Trust Fund loop money to be used to improve existing
inner city streets. The Northern Loop was intended to alleviate
congestion, not add to it by using existing streets as part of the
loop facility.”

The Northern Durham Parkway and the legislation in the Highway Trust Fund Act
were reviewed by the North Carolina Special Deputy Attorney General, Robert O.
Crawford, Ill. Mr. Crawford stated in a memorandum dated September 25, 2000 (see

nswer A: Based on the current legal definitions, the Northern Durham Parkway is not

A
[eligible for funding under the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act as a Loop Project.

|

Alternative Evaluation
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B. Environmental Impacts and Permits

The NCDOT, the Federal Highway Administration, and the US Army Corps of
Engineers signed “an Interagency Agreement integrating Section 404/NEPA” in May
1997. The agreement merged the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
transportation decision-making process with the Section 404 Clean Water Act
permitting processes. The purpose of the agreement is to ensure that the effects of a
transportation project on the waters of the United States, including wetlands, are
considered at the earliest stages of project development. The process requires a Project
Team to concur at five strategic stages in the NEPA/Section 404 project development
process. The Project Team consists of one member from each of the following
agencies:

» NCDOT

» Federal Highway Administration

» United States Army Corps of Engineers
>

NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR)

= Division of Water Quality (DWQ)

= Division of Coastal Management (DCM)
= Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF)

= Wildlife Resources Commission (WRC)

NC Department of Cultural Resources (DCR)

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

United Stated Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

YV V V VYV V

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO)

Concurrence implies that each team member agrees to the decisions made at
each strategic point and, in doing so, “pledges” to abide by the decisions unless
profound changes in project scope or concept occur. The five strategic concurrence
points in the NEPA/Section 404 project development process include:

1. Purpose and Need. The foundation upon which justification for the
project is agreed.

2. Alternatives for Detailed Study. Alternatives which satisfy the purpose
of and need for the project. These alternatives will be studied and
evaluated in sufficient detail to ensure good transportation and permit
decision making.
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3. Corridor Selection. This alternative is selected through the project
development process as the “Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative”.

4. Project Minimization. A detailed, interdisciplinary and interagency
exercise to optimize the benefits of the project while reducing
environmental impacts.

5. Mitigation. The identification of means and strategies to provide
compensatory mitigation for environmental impacts.

An inventory of the environmental resources in the project area was developed to
evaluate the impacts of the Northern Durham Parkway and to identify potential permit
and regulation requirements associated with the construction. Exhibit 2 shows the
environmental constraints in the project area.

A letter from NCDOT was sent to local officials and federal and state regulatory
and resource agencies to solicit input regarding the potential for the Northern Durham
Parkway Alternative to be selected as the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative” (Concurrence Point 3). The letter and agency responses are included in
Appendix C. The comments referenced in the following text are numbered
chronologically on each agency letter.

As discussed in Section Il B., the Northern Durham Parkway as defined by the
Joint City-County Planning Committee was revised to avoid or minimize impacts to
both the human and natural environments where feasible. The corridor evaluated for
the Northern Durham Parkway is shown on Exhibit 2 in red and the impacts associated
with this corridor are listed in Table 1. The following sections discuss these impacts,
the agency comments, and the corresponding permits that would be required for the
construction of the Northern Durham Parkway.

1. Environmental Impacts

The Northern Durham Parkway from US 70 to Hamlin Road is located in a
predominantly urban area and would impact several existing residential developments.
This section of the Northern Durham Parkway would impact approximately 156
parcels and approximately 76 buildings. The section of the Northern Durham Parkway
from Hamlin Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) is located on the fringe of the urban area
in a mostly rural setting. This section of the Parkway was shifted in some areas to avoid
existing homes and would impact approximately 51 parcels and 4 buildings.
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Northern Durham Parkway

TABLE 1: Preliminary Summary of Impacts for the
Northern Durham Parkway

RESOURCE EVALUATED IMPACTS
Number of Parcels Impacted 207 @
Number of Buildings Impacted 80
Number of Stream Crossings 15
Wetlands Impacted 28 acres
Historic Properties Impacted 45 acres
Corps of Engineers Property Impacted 3 acres

Notes: No improvements to existing Roxboro Road (US 501) are proposed

1. All Impacts are based on a four-lane, divided roadway with a minimum
150-foot right of way width.

2. The parcels impacted are based on 1999 tax data courtesy of the Durham GIS
Department

3. The buildings impacted are based on 1994 planametrics and 1999 aerial
photographs courtesy of the Durham GIS Department.

As shown on Exhibit 2, there are several natural resources located in the northern
section of the project area. These resources include the Eno River, the Little River, the
Little River and Falls Lake watersheds, US Army Corps of Engineers property, a wildlife
refuge, natural heritage areas, and several historic resources listed in or eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

The US Army Corps of Engineers property within the study area is associated with
the Falls Lake and Dam project. Falls Lake extends 22 miles upstream from the dam to
the confluence of the Eno and Flat Rivers. Falls Lake contains 38,000 acres of public
land with approximately 12,000 surface acres of water and 230 miles of shoreline. The
land areas in the Falls Lake State Park are dedicated to recreational activities and a
wildlife refuge. The wildlife refuge includes undeveloped areas with many unique and
high quality natural resources. These undeveloped areas were reserved to replace
areas lost when the reservoir flooded the Neuse River Floodplain.
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Northern Durham Parkway

The area of the Falls Lake State Park located northwest of -85 and west of Red
Mill Road encompasses approximately three square miles of land and is managed by
the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission as wildlife habitat and game lands.
One type of resource in this area is seven water fowl impoundments. These
impoundments are manmade wetlands which are designed to periodically flood to
create waterfowl| habitat.

The Northern Durham Parkway extends through the US Army Corps of Engineers’
property around Falls Lake at two locations. The first location extends through the
property along existing Red Mill Road for approximately 3,500 feet. There is currently
a 150-foot right of way along Red Mill Road through this section of the Corps property.
No right of way acquisition was included in this preliminary review; however,
additional property could be required for roadway right of way and construction
easements. The second location extends on new location through the Corps property
at the northern boundary near Treyburn for approximately 660 feet and would require
the acquisition of a minimum of 3 acres from the Corps property.

Since the Corps property is mitigation for land lost with the flooding and creation
of Falls Lake, replacement land for the property impacted by the Northern Durham
Parkway would be required. The replacement land would require the approval of the
US Army Corps of Engineers prior to a land transfer. The comments received from the
agencies in reference to the impacts to the Falls Lake U.S. Corps of Engineers property
are as follows:

Comment: “The public lands surrounding Falls Lake in the study area (as well
as many of the lands elsewhere on the lake) are being managed as
mitigation lands for the construction of the lake per an agreement
between the Corps and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission (NCWRC). This mitigation status requires that the
lands be managed for wildlife habitat and public access, which
would be negatively impacted by the proposed road
construction.” (Agency Comment 2: U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers — Falls Lake, May 12, 2000)

Comment “The property along the shoreline of Falls Lake is public lands
held by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and leased to the
NCWRC for enrollment in the Game Lands Program as public
recreational areas. This route fragments a section estimated to be
approximately 1000 acres from the main portion of the Butner-
Falls of the Neuse Game Lands. (Agency Comment 7: North
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Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission — Habitat Conservation
Program, May 23, 2000)

“Habitat connectivity is a key component in these lands. This
property was set aside to mitigate for the property that was lost
when Falls Lake was flooded. It is likely that substantial
replacement lands would be required for any land taken by
NCDOT right of way and any land, which is isolated by the new
roadway, may also require replacement.” (Agency Comment 8:
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission — Habitat
Conservation Program, May 23, 2000)

“The Northern Durham Parkway also has the potential to spur
additional development in areas adjacent to the Game Lands.
This may cause problems with management as many sections of
these lands are managed through controlled burns. Dense smoke
caused by these burns can create hazards to motorist(s) and is
sometimes a nuisance to adjacent property owners. The result of
increased adjacent development is unmanageable portions of
property, which can not be utilized to the fullest potential.”
(Agency Comment 9: North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission — Habitat Conservation Program, May 23, 2000)

“In areas of dense adjacent development, NCWRC is under
increased pressure to limit certain uses of Game Lands... Often
when development borders Game Land Property, residents and
homeowners associations ask that hunting be restricted to areas
away from their property. This devalues the game land for one of
its primary purposes.” (Agency Comment 10: North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission — Habitat Conservation Program,
May 23, 2000)

“...the Corps Falls Lake Office ...stated objections to the proposed
alignment for the NDP (Northern Durham Parkway), and to any
alternatives that cross the public lands and waters at Falls Lake,
and stated concerns regarding negative impacts that the proposed
project would have to Falls Lake lands managed for wildlife
habitat and public access, and to other resources on the Falls Lake
property. NCDOT will have to address the Falls Lake Office’s
concerns and objections in any permit applications for alternatives

Alternative Evaluation
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Northern Durham Parkway

that cross Falls Lake property, and obtain all required real estate
approvals from the Corps prior to completion of the Corps permit
process.” (Agency Comment 19: Mr. Eric Alsmeyer, Raleigh Field
Office, Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers —
Wilmington District, August 16, 2000)

Comment: “The proposed Northern Durham Parkway appears to have few
impacts to rare species or significant Natural Heritage Areas,
although it is unclear from the enclosed map whether the Parkway
will cross Corps lands along the Little River or Ellerbee Creek. We
also cannot determine whether the Eno Crossing — which appears
to be on a new alignment — is located within the permanently
impounded portion of Falls Lake or lies within only seasonally
inundated floodplain habitats. Any taking of Corps lands for this
project would be of potential concern and the above points need
to be clarified.” (Agency Comment 5: North Carolina Department
of Environment and Natural Resources — Division of Parks and
Recreation, May 22, 2000)

The Northern Durham Parkway will cross 15 streams from US 70 to 1-85 at Duke
Street. Ten streams are crossed from US 70 to Hamlin Road and five streams are
crossed from Hamlin Road to I-85 at Duke Street.

There are two Eno River crossings associated with the Northern Durham Parkway.
Both locations are at existing crossings. One is located on Red Mill Road and the
second is located on Roxboro Road (US 501). The existing crossing located on Red
Mill Road is currently a two-lane roadway. Based on a typical four-lane roadway with
a grass median, approximately seven acres of wetlands would be impacted at this
crossing. No additional improvements to Roxboro Road (US 501) were proposed in
the resolution.

The Northern Durham Parkway would require a new crossing over the Little
River. This crossing would impact approximately six acres of wetlands. The length of
the Northern Durham Parkway that encroaches into the Falls Lake watershed and the
Little River watershed are approximately 4.5 miles and 1.5 miles, respectively.

A future Durham City Park is proposed adjacent to the US Army Corps of
Engineers property in the Treyburn area. The Northern Durham Parkway extends along
the southern boundary of this park. The project is not anticipated to require property
from this park.
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The Bennehan-Cameron Historic District encompasses approximately 6,000 acres
mostly bounded by three rivers: the Flat River, the Eno River, and the Little River. This
District is located in the northern section of Durham County east of Snow Hill Road
and along Old Oxford Highway. Several individually eligible resources, such as the
Farintosh Plantation, the Horton Grove Complex, the Stagville Historic Site, and
multiple archaeological resources are located within this District. The Northern
Durham Parkway extends through the District for approximately 2.5 miles and would
impact approximately 45 acres within the District.

The additional comments received from the agencies in reference to the impacts
discussed above are as follows:

Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

Comment:

“We are also concerned about negative impacts to registered
Natural Heritage Areas (that contain numerous rare plant species),
flood storage, significant cultural resources, and wetlands and
water quality in Falls Lake.” (Agency Comment 3: U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers — Falls Lake, May 12, 2000)

“We are especially concerned about the route shown for the
Northern Durham Parkway Corridor. It appears that this route
shown in the maps would have numerous stream crossings which
empty into Falls Lake. Most of these crossings will involve
wetland impacts. These streams are all in the Neuse River Basin
and have mandatory buffer requirements.” (Agency Comment 6:
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission — Habitat
Conservation Program, May 23, 2000)

“The new location segment of the proposed alternative would
have deleterious impacts to natural resources. It would involve
impacts to municipal water supplies including Falls Lake and Little
River Reservoirs...” (Agency Comment 14: North Carolina
Department of Environment and Natural Resources — Division of
Water Quality, June 1, 2000)

“The project (Northern Durham Parkway) would require
significant impacts to Neuse Riparan Buffers. Moreover, the
project would require a new crossing of the Eno River and would
impact existing State-managed Gamelands adjacent to Falls Lake.”
(Agency Comment 15: North Carolina Department of

Alternative Evaluation
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Northern Durham Parkway

Environment and Natural Resources — Division of Water Quality,
June 1, 2000)

Comment: “... one detailed and several approximate study streams appear to
be crossed by the proposed Northern Durham Parkway Corridor.
The detailed study stream is Ellerbe Creek and the approximate
streams include the Eno River, Cabin Branch, and Little River.”
(Agency Comment 18: Mr. Bobby L. Willis, Planning Services
Section-U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Wilmington District,
August 16, 2000)

Comment: “We have conducted a search... and have located the following
structures of historical or architectural importance within the
general area of the project.

 Farintosh Plantation... This property is listed in the National
Register of Historic Places.

* West Point Mult Street, West Point Mill, West Point Mc-
Cown-Mangum ... These properties are listed in the National
Register of Historic Places.

* Bonnie Brae Farm ... This property is listed on the State Study
List.

* Bennehan-Cameron Plantation ..., this property has been
determined eligible for the National Register...”

(Agency Comment 17: North Carolina Department of Cultural
Resources — State Historic Preservation Office, August 8, 2000)

2. Permit Requirements

The following permits, law compliances, and coordination efforts are required to
construct the Northern Durham Parkway.

e A Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit from the US. Army Corps of Engineers.

* A Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permits (NPDES) from the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources.

e Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for
the Bennehan-Cameron Historic District and other historic properties.

e Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be required
for any protected species in the corridor.
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*  The acquisition of suitable replacement land as mitigation for impacts to the
Falls Lake Public land. The identification of replacement land would be
coordinated with and approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers.

Answer B: Based on a review of the resources in the project area and the comments
received from the agencies, the Northern Durham Parkway appears to have significant
environmental impacts to the natural environment. In addition, it is not likely that the
Northern Durham Parkway would be permitted as the “Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative” for a loop project in northern Durham.

C. Project Purpose and Need

The purpose and need for any transportation project is a vital part of determining
the feasibility of the project. Transportation projects require the commitment of a large
range and magnitude of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources. The benefits
gained from the implementation of a transportation project need to outweigh the
expense and adverse impacts associated with the commitment of these resources.

The purpose for committing to the use of these resources is based on the concept
that residents in the immediate area, region, and state will benefit from the improved
quality of the transportation system. Some of the benefits a transportation project
should include are improvements in access and service, safety, and travel time savings.

The project purpose and need is the first Concurrence Point (Concurrence
Point 1) of the NEPA/Section 404 Project Development Process, discussed in the
previous section. The comments received from the agencies regarding the Northern
Durham Parkway purpose and need are summarized below.

Comment: The alternative as presented does not appear to function in a
manner consistent with the stated purpose and need... Due to the
circuitous route of the proposed project, the DWQ believes the
project lacks independent utility.” (Agency Comment 12: North
Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources —
Division of Water Quality (DWQ), June 1, 2000)

Comment: “The upgrade of US 501 may be appropriate as another
independent project to improve north/south movements due to
traffic deficiencies. However, the DWQ does not believe that the
proposed new location segment will provide any tangible traffic
improvements relative to the anticipated impacts.” (Agency
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Comment 13: North Carolina Department of Environment and
Natural Resources — Division of Water Quality (DWQ), June 1,
2000)

Comment: “Prior to impacting high quality natural resources, we need to
ensure the transportation benefits derived from the project are
sufficient...” (Agency Comment 16: North Carolina Department
of Environment and Natural Resources — Division of Water
Quality (DWQ), June 1, 2000)

The Northern Durham Parkway Alternative was evaluated to determine if the
Parkway would serve the purpose of and need for a loop road in northern Durham.
The following sections outline the locally approved, long-term plans developed to meet
the transportation needs within the project area, and how the Northern Durham
Parkway contributes to servicing these needs.

1. Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan

The 1991 Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan identifies an
expanded and improved transportation system (roadway network) that will serve the
area’s existing and future transportation demands. The Durham County portion of this
plan was developed based on locally approved land use plans and was approved by
the Durham City Council and the North Carolina Department of Transportation.

The Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Urban Area Long-Range Thoroughfare Plan,
Analysis of Deficiencies and Needs, identifies the following deficient radial routes in
the City of Durham and Durham County:

*  Guess Road (At Eno River)

* NC 98 (East of US 70)

*  Mineral Springs Road (North of US 70)
*  Cole Mill Road (at Eno River)

*  Roxboro Road (at Eno River)

e Old Oxford Highway (at Eno River)

e 1-85 (Northwest of US 70 East)

e US 70 (West of Mineral Springs Road)

*  Cole Mill Road (West of Umstead Road)
e 1-85 (West of US 70 East)
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*  Sherron Road (East of Mineral Springs Road)
* Leesville Road (Northeast of US 70):

The future roadway network identified in the Thoroughfare Plan was developed
to address these and other existing and future transportation deficiencies. A loop
project in northern Durham is reflected in the Plan. The purpose of and need for this
loop is to remove the traffic that can be better served by a circumferential facility from
these congested radial routes.

The June 1999 resolutions from the Durham City Council and Board of County
Commissioners stated their endorsement of the Northern Durham Parkway and
associated roadway improvements “as the substitute to the Northwest and Northeast
Loop and proposed Durham Northern Freeway...” The Durham Northern Freeway is a
fully controlled access facility planned for north of the Eno River. It is anticipated that
the Northern Durham Freeway will be eliminated with the next update of the
Thoroughfare Plan.

2. Transportation Demands

The future 2025 transportation demands in the project area were determined
using the Triangle Regional Model (TRM) Version 5--2001. The Triangle Regional
Model was jointly developed by the North Carolina Department of Transportation, the
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro
Metropolitan Planning Organization (City and County of Durham), the Triangle Transit
Authority, the Triangle-J] Council of Governments, and the Federal Highway
Administration.

This model is considered a State-of-the-Practice travel demand forecast model for
the Triangle Region and models the travel mode and time choices made by roadway
users in the region. The model was developed using local socio-economic data and
inputs unique to the region:

*  100% housing and employment inventory (data collected in 1995).

»  Travel Behavior Survey conducted in 1995.

e Transit On-Board Survey for the Durham Area Transit Authority, Triangle
Transit Authority, Chapel-Hill Transit, Capital Area Transit.

. Origin-Destination survey.
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*  Socio-economic forecasts (housing, employment, population, and median
income) were prepared by local planning departments. Socio-economic
projections for Durham County were prepared by the Durham City/County
Planning Department based on the adopted land-use plans.

The performance measures for calibrating and validating the model are within the
accepted national standard endorsed by the Federal Highway Administration. The
model was approved in 2001 by the Triangle Regional Committee, Capital Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization, and the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro
Metropolitan Planning Organization.

The NCDOT, in coordination with the City of Durham, used this approved model
to predict the 2025 traffic demands (volumes) for the local roadway network under two
scenarios. One scenario was the No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative
includes all planned/funded transportation projects in the Region except the Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop, the Northern Durham Parkway, and the Northern
Durham Freeway. The second scenario included using the same model as the No-
Build Alternative but added the Northern Durham Parkway.

Exhibits 3 and 4 illustrate the average daily traffic volumes on the network with
the No-Build Alternative and the Northern Durham Parkway Alternative. The traffic
volumes on the section of the Northern Durham Parkway south of 1-85 range from
73,400 vehicles per day at US 70 to 67,000 vehicles per day at I-85 at Glenn School
Road. The traffic volumes on the Northern Durham Parkway decrease to
approximately 47,000 vehicles per day before continuing north. This reduction
indicates that traffic will continue to use [-85, an east/west roadway.

The traffic projected to use the Northern Durham Parkway at I-85 near Glenn
School Road to Roxboro Road (US 501) ranges from approximately 28,400 vehicles per
day to 9,600 vehicles per day. This decrease in traffic demonstrates less demand for
the Northern Durham Parkway on the northern portion of the Parkway.

Based on a review of these volumes the Northern Durham Parkway would not
operate as a circumferential facility in the northern areas of Durham. The Northern
Durham Parkway would not significantly serve traffic commuting east and west of
Durham. The traffic would continue to utilize existing I-85 and the other arterial
roadways. However, it would serve residents commuting to and from the northern
areas of Durham in the Treyburn development and Person County.
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3. Northern Durham Parkway Transportation Services

To forecast how the Northern Durham Parkway would serve the future traffic demands
within the planned roadway network, future traffic volumes on various roads with the
Northern Durham Parkway were compared to the future traffic volumes on the same
roads without the Northern Durham Parkway. This comparison was made to
determine which roadways in the network would experience a reduction in traffic
volumes and a subsequent relief in traffic congestion.

A review of Exhibits 3 and 4 reveals that the traffic patterns in northern Durham
are substantially the same with and without the Northern Durham Parkway. For
example, the volumes along existing Roxboro Road (US 501) are essentially the same
with the Northern Durham Parkway Alternative as with the No-Build Alternative. A
few arterial routes show some changes in volumes, but only for short segments.

Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 illustrate the roadways that would experience at least a 10
percent, a 20 percent, and a 30 percent reduction in traffic with the Northern Durham
Parkway. Five of the twelve roads listed as deficient in the Thoroughfare Plan will
experience a 10 percent reduction in traffic. These roads include Old Oxford Road,
NC 98, US 70, Sherron Road, and Mineral Springs Road. However, only Sherron Road
and Mineral Springs Road will experience at least a 30 percent reduction in traffic.
These two roads are located in the southeastern area of the project.

Some decreases in traffic are also shown along Snow Hill Road and Orange
Factory Road in the areas near the Northern Durham Parkway which confirms that the
Northern Durham Parkway would primarily serve the less developed areas of northern
Durham County.

In summary, comparison of the traffic projections for the Northern Durham
Parkway and the No-Build Alternative show that the Northern Durham Parkway would
serve some traffic in the northern areas of Durham County. However, little to no
benefit is seen on the roadways listed in the Thoroughfare Plan as deficient. These
deficient roadways are located within the Durham city limits north and west of central
Durham.

Answer C: The Northern Durham Parkway will not significantly reduce travel demand
or relieve traffic congestion on existing and planned arterial routes and is, therefore,
inconsistent with the purpose and need for a loop roadway in northern Durham.
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Northern Durham Parkway

V. June 1999 City and County Resolutions

As discussed in Section Il, the Durham Joint City-County Planning Committee
presented their resolution to support the Northern Durham Parkway to the NCDOT
and the local elected officials on May 21, 1999. This resolution, endorsed by the City
and County in June, was proposed as a joint community effort to emphasize
commitment in “encouraging the protection of the Eno River Basin and parkland, Little
River Basin, Penny’s Bend rare plant habitats, and residential neighborhoods as
transportation improvements are designed and implemented.” There were several
items in addition to the Northern Durham Parkway proposed in the resolution. Several
of these items were addressed by the City and County’s implementation and approval
of the Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan in April 2000 and the
approval of the Triangle Regional Model in 2001. However, the NCDOT offers the
following responses to each item listed in the resolution:

Resolution Item 1: “As the substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop

(TIP Nos. R-2630 and R-2631) and proposed Durham Northern Freeway, the Board of
County Commissioners and City Council endorse the Northern Durham Parkway and
associated road improvements, as specifically described in the map and list that are
attached as appendices to this resolution.”

NCDOT Response: The NCDOT conducted an “Alternative Evaluation” for the
proposed Northern Durham Parkway as a potential substitute for the Preferred
Alternate for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop. The Northern Durham
Freeway is shown on the current Thoroughtfare Plan for the area but is not
reflected in the Current Trend Base Plan used for traffic forecasts in the
Alternative Evaluation.

Resolution Item 2: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a
sequence of road construction that simultaneously begins with construction in the
north, i.e., in the vicinity of the proposed Red Mill extension at US 501, and in the
south, i.e., in the vicinity of US 70.”

NCDOT Response:  The City of Durham, through the local Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO), should coordinate their construction scheduling
preferences with NCDOT as part of the biannual adoption of the Transportation
Improvement Program.
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Resolution Item 3: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council
recommend that the Durham representatives on the Transportation Advisory
Committee (TAC) to make a motion and advocate adoption at the TAC’s next meeting
that endorses the substitution and construction sequence described in the previous
paragraphs (1 and 2).”

NCDOT Response: No action is required by NCDOT relative to this item.

Resolution Item 4: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse
the road construction performance standards and measures for mitigating water quality
impacts from road construction that are listed in appendix three to this resolution,
stipulate these standards and measures as the minimum that are necessary, and call for
full funding and the most stringent adherence to these standards and measures.”

NCDOT Response: Funding and adherence to these standards and measures
are not part of the Alternative Evaluation.

Resolution Item 5: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a
well-funded, inclusive planning process that within one year will develop a Durham
Transportation Demand Management Plan which seeks to reduce travel by single-
occupant vehicles by at least 10 percent in no more than five years.”

NCDOT Response: A Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan was
approved by the Durham City Council and Board of County Commissioners in
April 2000. The same reduction in travel demand through the use of this
program was included in the traffic forecasts for the Northern Durham Parkway
Alternative and the No-Build Alternative.

Resolution Item 6: “The Board of County Commissioners and City Council strongly
recommend that the City and County jointly fund a Durham Transportation Demand
Management Plan described in the previous paragraph (Resolution Item 5) and seek
federal and state funding to the maximum extent feasible.”

NCDOT Response: The Durham City Council and County Board of
Commissioners approved the Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan
in April 2000.

Appendix 2 — Item 1:  “4-lane Class | rural arterial (parkway) with 45 MPH speed
limit (capacity per direction of 19,700 ADT), limited access to newly-constructed
segments, landscaped median and right of way, turn bays, bus pull-outs, sidewalks,
facilities for bicycles, and maximum use of noise mitigation measures.”
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NCDOT Response:  The Northern Durham Parkway was evaluated to conform
to the specifications identified in this item to the extent practicable.

Appendix 2 — Item 2:  “Alignment begins at US 70 at proposed extension to Aviation
Parkway and follows NCDOT’s preferred alignment (Alternative 3) to Hamlin Road.”

NCDOT Response:  The Northern Durham Parkway and the Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop use the same corridor between US 70 and Hamlin
Road.

Appendix 2 — Item 3:  “Alignment follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road, then
follows Red Mill Road north.”

NCDOT Response:  The location evaluated for the Northern Durham Parkway
follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road and Red Mill Road to SR 1004. The
corridor was refined along Hamlin Road and Red Mill Road in some locations to
adhere to AASHTO design standards and to avoid impacts to existing and
proposed development.

Appendix 2 — Item 4:  “A new segment links Red Mill Road with Roxboro Road
(Thoroughfare Plan alignment), extending across the Little River and passing north of
existing Snow Hill Road.”

NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway generally follows the path
described between Red Mill Road and US 501. The Northern Durham Parkway
was refined in some locations to minimize impacts to wetlands and to proposed
development within the Treyburn Industrial/Residential Site Plans.

Appendix 2 — Item 5:  “Alignment follows existing Roxboro Road/Duke Street south
to -85 and existing intersections are upgraded, as needed.”

NCDOT Response: The Northern Durham Parkway uses the existing routes of
Roxboro Road and Duke Street to connect to I-85.

Appendix 2 — Item 6:  “Extend Carver Street as 3 lanes to link up with Hamlin Road
at Old Oxford Road.”

NCDOT Response:  The extension of Carver Street to Old Oxford Road is on
the current Thoroughfare Plan and is included in the Current Trends Base Plan for
the area.
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Appendix 2 — Item 7:  “Upgrade Old Oxford Road but retain 2-lane cross-section for
this road, until demand warrants a wider cross-section.”

NCDOT Response: The proposed upgrade of Old Oxford Road is a separate
project. A two-lane cross section on Old Oxford Road was used for the Northern
Durham Parkway evaluation.

Appendix 2 — Item 8:  “Replace the Old Oxford Road bridge across the Eno River by
a higher/longer span bridge to improve the river as a wildlife corridor.”

NCDOT Response: The Old Oxford Road bridge over the Eno River is a
separate project. The City of Durham should coordinate through the local MPO
with NCDOT on this transportation improvement.

Appendix 2 — Item 9: “Relocate intersection of Snow Hill and Old Oxford Roads to a
point north and east of the diabase glade sites (Thoroughfare Plan alignment).”

NCDOT Response: Relocation of the intersection of Snow Hill Road and Old
Oxford Road is a separate project and would be common to both alternates
being considered in this study. The City of Durham should coordinate through
the local MPO with NCDOT on this added transportation improvement.

Appendix 2 — Item 10: “Upgrade other existing intersections, using roundabouts
where they are beneficial.”

NCDOT Response:  Upgrading unspecified intersections and adding
roundabouts are separate projects. The City of Durham should coordinate
through the local MPO with NCDOT on this intersection improvement.

Appendix 3 — All Items

NCDOT Response: The performance standards and mitigation measures
outlined in this appendix should be coordinated with the City of Durham through
the local MPO, NCDOT, and other appropriate agencies.
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VI. Conclusion

The NCDOT has evaluated the Northern Durham Parkway based on three key factors.
The answers to these questions are as follows:

A. The Northern Durham Parkway is not eligible for funding by the 1989 Highway
Trust Fund Act as a Loop Project,

B. The Northern Durham Parkway could have significant impacts to the natural and
human environment and is not likely to be permitted as the “Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative”, and

C. The Northern Durham Parkway would not serve the transportation purpose and
needs consistent with a Loop Project.

The first question was answered based on the legal definition of the Northern Durham
Loop outlined in the 1989 Highway Trust Fund Act. The second question was
answered based on the potential for significant impacts to natural and cultural
resources in the project area and the opposition expressed by federal and state
environmental regulatory and resource agencies to the Parkway. The US Army Corps
of Engineers’ and the NC Wildlife Resources Commission’s specific comments
opposing the Northern Durham Parkway are as follows:

Comment:

Comment:

“We would be opposed to an alignment of the Northern Durham
Parkway which crosses Falls Lake project lands and brings the
potential for additional impacts to NCWRC Game Lands. Routes
to the west of this property should be thoroughly evaluated.”
(Agency Comment 11: North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission — Habitat Conservation Program, May 23, 2000)

“The environmental concerns that were expressed during
development of the Durham Loop Draft Environmental Impact
Statement about routes crossing the Corps of Engineers mitigation
lands remain valid. We do not support alternatives that cross the
public lands and waters at Falls Lake.” (Agency Comment 4: U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers — Falls Lake, May 12, 2000)
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Comment: “The proposed alignment of the Northern Durham Parkway
crosses portions of Falls Lake at Ellerbe Creek, the Eno River, and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers lands surrounding Red Mill Road.
The lands in this area are leased to the State of North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC). We have consulted
with the NCWRC (North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission) as our management partners in the area, and concur
with their objections to the proposed alignment.” (Agency
Comment 1: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Falls Lake, May 12,
2000)

Apart from the funding sources needed and the magnitude of the potential impacts to
natural and cultural resources, the Northern Durham Parkway provides only minimal
transportation benefits to the northern areas of Durham and Durham County.

The Northern Durham Parkway would improve access and save commuting time for
people traveling from Person County and the northern areas of Durham County to the
Research Triangle Park and the Raleigh Durham Airport. However, the Northern
Durham Parkway would not meet the purpose of and need for a loop facility as
established in the current adopted Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan.

The Thoroughfare Plan identifies several arterial routes in Durham as deficient
roadways. Based on the design year 2025 traffic volumes projected by the Triangle
Regional Model, the traffic demands on the transportation network with the Northern
Durham Parkway are not significantly different than the demands on the network with
the No-Build Alternative. An additional comparison of the traffic volumes on the major
arterials identified in the Thoroughfare Plan as deficient determined no significant
differences in traffic volumes with or without the Parkway.

Therefore, the Northern Durham Parkway is not considered a viable alternative for a
loop project and does not warrant additional detailed studies in a supplemental State
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Northwest and Northeast Loop.
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§ 136-18B0. (For contingent repeal see editor's note) Urban

loops.
Funds allocated from the Trust Fund for urban lcoops may

be used only for the following urban loops:

Affected
Loop Description Counties
Asheville Western Multilane facility on new  Buncombe

Loop location from I-26& west of
Asheville to US-19/23
north of Asheville for the
purpose of connecting these » -
reoads. The funds may be
used to improve existing
corridors.
Charlotte Outer Loop Multilane facility on Mecklenburg
new location encircling
City of Charlotte

Durham Northern Loop Multilane facility on new Durham, Orangs
location from I-85 wast of
Durham to US~70 east of
Durham

Greensboreo Loop Multilane facility on new Guilford
location encircling City
of Greensboro

Raleigh QOuter Loop Multilane facility on Wake
new location from US-1
southwast of Cary
northerly to US-64 in
eastern Wake County

Wilmington Bypass Multilane facility on new New Hanover
lozation from US-17
northeast of Wilmington
to US-17 southwest
of Wilmingten

Winston-Salem Multilane facility on Forsyth
Nortnbelt new location from I-40 west

of Winston-Salem northerly

to I-40 in eastern Forsyth

County

(1989, ¢. 692, s. 1.1.)

§ 136-180.1. Proposed Purham Northern loop.

The Department of Transportaticn shall notify the owners
of all property that is within & corridor located in Durham
County and is being considered as a possible alignment of the
proposed Durham Northern loop of at least one informational
workshop, if one is held, and any public hearings on that urban
loop. These notifications shall be made by first-class mail and
shall be made no less than 30 days prior to the scheduled
workshop or public hearing. Prior to 2 decision on the proposed
Burham Northern loop, the Department of Transportaticn shall
consider all alternatives advanced by interested parties
including improvements to existing corridors and consider



neighborhood growth, economic development patterns and trends,
the best protection for ths environment, and limitation on
encroachment upon State parks. A public report shall be made by
the Department of Transportation of its findings and the basis
for its decision. (1933 {Reg. Sess., 1996), c. 590, s. 14.)
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Release: Immediate Date: Sept. 12, 1997
Contact: Bill Jones, (919) 715-2393 or Distribution: Special

email: bill_jones@mail.dot.state.nc.us

Release No:

DURHAM'’S NORTHEAST LOOP ROUTE CHOSEN

Raleigh --- The N. C. Department of Transportation (NCDOT) today annou.n\ced the selection of
Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative for the Northeast Loop in Durham.

Alternative 3 begins at Guess Road (NC 157) and ends at US 70 east of Durham. It follows the
route of the current Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Thoroughfare Plan and was chosen because it
minimizes the number of relocations and environmental impacts and costs less than the other
alternatives. Altemative 3 will help ease current and future traffic congestion in north and east

Durham and Durham County.

Alternative 3 was chosen after a careful review of comments received from the public, local and
state agencies and recommendations from the Durham Northeast/Northwest Alternatives
Committee. The NCDOT will proceed with final environmental documentation for this portion

of the loop and will hold a public hearing next year.

Right-of-way acquisition for the northeast loop is scheduled to begin in 2001 and construction in :
2002. |

NCDOT will conduct additional studies for the northwest loop from Guess Road west to |
1-85 and identify altenatives that will minimize impacts to the new sections of Eno State Park

and adjacent neighborhoods.

For more information about this project, contact Frank Vick, Planning and Environmental
Branch at (919) 733-3141.

*k *NCDOT***
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GOVERNOR March 18, 1998

Mr. Wayne Cash

President, Eno River Association
4419 Guess Road

Durham, North Carolina 27712

Dear Mr. Cash:

Thank you for your recent letter. I enjoyed meeting with you and learning more about the
proposed Enc Drive project. | am committed to hearing from all sides of this issue and
allowing the local communities to take the lead in determining the outcome for local road

construction.

¥

The 1989 Highway Trust Fund legisiation speciftes that the funding for the seven designated
urban loop projects be separate tfrom the equity formula that applies to all other highway
projects. The funding authorized is a revenue stream to accomplish speciftc tasks, not a set
amount to be spent in any particular city. Section 136-180 of the General Statutes states,
“Funds allocated from the Trust Fund for urban loops may be used only for the following
urban loops...Durham Northern Loop, multilane facility on new location from -85 west of
Durham to US 70 east of Durham in Durham and Orange Counties.” This was later amended
to add, “*Prior to a decision on the proposed Durham Northem loop, the Department of
Transportation shall consider all alternatives advanced by interested parties including
Improvements to existing corridors and consider neighborhood growth, economic
development patterns and trends, the best protection for the environment, and limitation on

encroachment upon state parks.” _
These laws are very prescriptive. We will certainly consider all alternatives which meet these
legal requirements. As you have suggested, funding aiternatives that do not meet these
requirements would most likely require additional action by the legislature., These projects
were included in the Highway Trust Fund Legislation to accomplish certain development and
local and regtonal travel service goals. [ certainty support the goals of the legislation.
Without seeing specific proposals, it is not possible to say what legislation we might or might
not support at this time. We will certainly be willing to discuss any proposed legislation that
serves local and regional travel needs and does not adversely 1mpact our ability to complete

the other designated loops.



Mr. Wayne Cash
March 18, 1993
Page 2

The 1998-2004 Transportation Improvement Program identifies $35 million in the years 2001
through 2004 for the eastern portion of the Joop (US 70 East to 1-35 North). If the local MPQO
were to remove this project from the local Transportation Improvement Program, we would
normally reallocate these funds to the other six designated urban loop projects in the state. |
have asked the local goveming bodies whether they wish us to proceed with the project or
indefinitely delay it. If the legistation were changed in some fashion, we would need to
evaluate the relative prierity of the eligible projects, the availability of funds, and the
preconstruction time necessary to develop the projects to the right of way acquisition and/or
construction phases prior to determining when funds would be spent in the Durham area.

Once again, thank you for taking the time to meet with me last month. I appreciate your
concern for the transportation needs of your community. If1 may be of further assistance,

please let me know.

ENT/cwl

cc: Governor James B. Hunt
Carolyn Grant, Member, Board of Transportation
Alice Gordon, Chair, Metropoli'lan Planning Organization
Larry Holt, Chairman, No Build Alternative
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JAMES B. HUNT R PO, BOX 25201

COVERNOR

By Facsimile Transmisslon

The Honorable Becky Heron
Durham County Commissioners
Durham, North Carolina 27701

Dewr Becky:

Pleass et me clarify what | have sal

E. NORRIS TOLSON

RALEIGH, NC. 27611-5201
: SECNETARY |

-

A‘prll 1, 1998

about funding for the Eno Drive project.

1t is not my intention to give Durhem County's monsy to anyone slse. As long as
there is the potential for building & loop for Durham County, the funds will remain intact.
If is Is the consensus of the Durham community and the Departmont of Transportation not
1o build the Joop, we will use ss much of the avallable funding as permitted by Jaw to do

other projects for Durham County,

I hope this helps you to understand

y position, Thank you.

Sincerely,

orris Tolson
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May 12,1998 ~

By facsimile transmission

Honorable Nicholas J. Tennyson
Mayor

City of Durham

101 City Hall Plaza

Durham, North Carolina 27701-3328

Honorable MaryAnn E. Black
Chairperson

Durham County Commissioners
200 B. Main Street

Durham, North Carolina 27701

Dear Mayor Tennyson and Commissioner Black:

ILis my goal as sccretary of the Department of Transportation to be receptive and
responsive to the wishes and needs of the citizens of North Carolina with regard 10
transporialion issues.

During the past four months, | have met with many citizens concerned about the
proposed Durham Northwest/Northeast Loop known as Eno Drive. As you know, I have
et with representatives of the Durham City Council and the Darham Cou oty
Commissioners. I have met with members of the Bno River Association and with
individuals from local advocacy groups and homeowher associations. While the concerns
I'have heard vary, & cornmon theme has come from this input -- that a decision should be

made on this project.

In recent wecks, there has been some confusion concerning how state Jaw impacts
this project. I wanl to clearly state the law and how i} affects our funding authority.



Honorable Nicholas J. Tennyson
Honorable MearyAnn E. Black
Page Two

May 12, 1998

When the Legislature established the State Highway Trust Fund in 1989, it
designated a specific portion (25 percent) of the TmsfFund revenues for the planning,
design and construction of scven urban loops. This means the funds programmed for the
Eno Drive loop cannot be used for any transportation’projects except one of the urban
loops designated in the Trust Fund statute. Funding tfor other projects In Durham would
require a reallocation of funds that are subject to the dquity formula. Since the
distribution region comprised of Divisions Five and $ix is over budget, additional funds
for projects in Durham cannot be allocated without délaying or deleting projects in other
counties in those divisions.

Currently, we do not know what effect removhl of the Eno Drive project from the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) will havé on the area’s future air quality. A
technical re-analysis of Durham’s existing transportation plan, approved by the Durham
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO), would be required. That analysis means
developing a new air quality model reflecting the changes in the transportation network.
While this is underway, all new construction in the Durham area would stop until the
anglysis was completed and approved by the Federal Highway Administration.

T'have asked, both publicly and privately, that the citizens of Durhem come -
together with one voice on this project. Iam once again asking that of you. I urge you to
contact to your citizens and come to a consensus so this very important issue can be
resolved. Please let us know if we can provide any additional information to you or the
community. I would appreciate your response within the next thirty days. We all look
forward to a resolution soon. '

Sincgrely,

ﬁ%n ng%x
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February 5, 1999

The Honorable Becky M. Heron

Durham County Board of Commissioners
4425 Kerley Road

Durham, North Carolina 27705

Dear Ms. Heron:

Thank you for sending me a copy of the report entitied “Environmental Impacts of
the Proposed Northwest/Northeast Corridor™ prepared by the Durham Environmental
Affairs Board. Our planning and environmental staff will review the report and address
the findings, in detail, in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

I am concerned the Durham Board of County Commissioners feel the Department
of Transportation has not been cooperative during the planning and environmental study
process over the years. In Septernber 1995, the department agreed not to select a '
preferred alternative until a special citizen task force could be convened to review the
project alternatives. Our records do not reveal requests from your task force for any
information from us, though the departrnent made several offers of assistance. We
reviewed the task forces final report, which was provided to us in December 1996, and
provided comments to the Joint City-County Planning Committee in February 1997.

In addition to our cfforts to cooperate with local government, the departiment
made considerable efforts to be cooperative with private organizations as well. We met
on several occasions with representatives from the Enc River Association to ensure the
project alternatives did not impact the Eno River State Park. All the preliminary
alternatives wete designed to avoid existing park property and lands the Association
showed as future acquisitions on their master plan. During these coordination meetings
the Association never disclosed to the department their negotiations with the Zener
family to acquire their property. This failure to share information seriously impaired the
project schedule. -



The .Honorablc Becky M. Heron
February 5, 1999
Page 2

We bave received many letters and direct requests from concerned citizens
wanting a decision on this project. [ believe we have provided ample time for that
decision to be made by your Board and the City Council. We are concerned that further
delays on this decision will cause more hardships for your citizens who have property
caught up in the potential pathways of the road and could potentially exacerbate the air
quality conformity issue for Durham County. Therefore, I respectfully request that your
Board and the City Council forward their concensus regarding the Durham Loop no later
than March 1, 1999. Once we have that concensus we can reinitiate the planning cycle on
this project and provide Durham County citizens with definitive time lines.

Singerely,

ENT/wdg

cc:  Carolyn W. Grant, Member, Board of Transportation
Juanita D. Shearer-Swink, Member, Board of Transportation _
Mary Ann Black, Chairperson, Durham Board of County Commissioners
Nicholas J. Tennyson, Mayor of Durham
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February 22, 1999

Mr, Flovd B, McKissick, Jr.

Chairman, Joint City-County Planning Committee
Durham City Council Member

4011 University Drive, Suite 203

The BB&T Building

Durham, North Carolina 27707

Dear Mr. McKissick:

Thank you for your letter of February 18, 1999 in which you state that the Joint City-County
Planning Committee (JCCPC) will conclude its study of the Durham Loop by the end of April
and that you intend to have the Durham City Council and the Durham Board of County
Commissioners take action before the end of May.

t am delighted to see that your committee is moving toward closure. We have been working
on this project for more than seven years and | believe another two to three months is
reasonable and rational. We antlapate having a final recommendation from your boards by

the end of May.

Thank you again for your efforts on this matter. ook forward to hearing in April the findings
of your committee, and getting the recommendation from your boards in May.

Singerely,

olson

ENT/lwm

cc: Carolyn W. Grant, Member, Board ofTranspoﬂafion
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Ms. Margaret M. Bowers

City Clerk

101 City Hall Plaza

Durham, North Carelma 27701

Dear Ms. Bowers:

I want to thank you and the Durham City Council for the June 17, 1999 resolution
eadorsing the Northern Durham Parkway, heretofore referred to as the Durham Northwest and
Northeast Loop (Eno Drive). I appreciate the personal commitment that you and the City Coungii
members demonstrated in reaching consensus on this most coatroversial project.

In the coming months, the Department of Transportation will conduct a fatal flaw analysis
for the Northern Durham Parkway corridor using the same criteria used to evaluate the preliminary
build corridors presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Staternent. As part of this analysis
we will schedule a series of citizens informaticnal workshops to obtain public input. Coordination
will also be initiated with federal and state environmental resource and regulatory agencies to
provide the agencies an opportunity to comment on the proposed corridor. The results of this
analysis will be documented and copies of the report will be provided to the Board of
Cowmissioners. The department will render a final decision on the feasibility and reasonableness
of the Northern Durham Parkway corridor based on the tmpacts documented in the analysis and on
the comments recetved from the public and environmental agencies.

Again, I appreciate the tremendous effort put forward by the Durham Beard of County
Commissioners in achieving this hard-won consensus.

Sincecely,
v d br\—\Cl-a .
David McCaoy

DM/wdg

oot Fre Micnanr tfamber Baard of Tranennrtarian
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
MICHAEL F. EASLEY REPLY TO:
ATTORNEY GENERAL Robert O. Crawford, 111
Transportation Section
MEMORANDUM
TO: Janet D'Ignazio B ]—’2 T
Chief Planning and Environmental Officer _ e /s D
~ [RECEWVED
FROM: Robert O. Crawford, I+ |
Special Deputy Attomey General SEP 2 5 2000
DATE: September 25, 2000 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION
QFFICE OF THE SECRITARY

SUBJECT: Durham Northern Loop '

® Inquiry

You have inquired whether the “system” of improvements proposed by the Durham-Chapel
Hill-Carboro Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO} for the Durham Northern Loop (or Northern
Durham Parkway) can be funded with “loop™ money.

. Background facts

In 1989, the legislature created the North Carolina Highway Trust Fund (Article 14 of Chapter
136 of the North Carolina General Statutes). It is a special account created within the State treasury.
It consists of revenue from various taxes, fees, and interest. Funds in the Trust Fund are annually
appropriated to DOT. The funds in the Trust Fund are allocated and used on Intrastate System projects
(61.95%) and urban loops (25.05%), among others. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 136-176. DOT also uses
federal-aid highway money on the Intrastate System and urban loops. G.S. § 136-177.1.

The Intrastate System is a network of major, multilane arterial highways. G.S. § 136-173(1).
Iis purpose is to provide high-speed, safe travel service throughout the state. It also provides safe,
convenient, through-travel for motorists and connects major population centers both inside and outside
the state. It is designed to encourage economic development. DOT may add routes to the Intrastate

‘ This is an advisory memo. It has not been reviewed and approved in accordance
with the procedures for issuing an Attorney General’s opinion.

MAILING ADDRESS! TELEPHONE: 915-733-3316 LOCATION:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ' FACSIMILE: g919-733-9329 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
ATTORNEY GEMERAL'S OFFICE 1 SGUTH WILMINGTON STREET
1505 MalL SERVICE CENTER RaLEGH, NC 27601
RALEIGH, NC 27639-1505




System if the route is multilane facility and meets other design criteria. However, no funds may be
expended from the Trust Fund on routes added by DOT. G.S. § 136-178.

The “urban _loops” are not specifically defined or their purpose delineated. However, G.S.
§ 136-180 states that funds allocated from the Trust Fund for urban loops may be used only for seven
legislatively specified projects: Asheville, Charlotte, Greensboro, Raleigh, Wilmington, Winston-
Salem, and Durham. The Durham Northem Loop is described in the Trust Fund law as a “multilane
facility on new location from I-85 west of Durham to US-70 east of Durham.” G.S. § 136-180.

In 1995, the proposed Durham Northern Loop received special legislative attention. G.S.
§ 136-180.1 states as follows:

The Department of Transportation shall notify the owners of all property that
is within a corridor located in Durham County and is béing considered as a possible
alignment of the proposed Durham Northern loop of at least one informational
workshop, if one is held, and any public hearings on that urban loop. These
notifications shall be made by first-class mail and shall be made no less than 30 days
prior to the scheduled workshop or public hearing. Prior to a decision on the proposed
Durham Northermn loop, the Department of Transportation shall consider all
altemnatives advanced by interested parties including improvements 1o existing
corridars and consider neighborhood growth, economic development patterns and
trends, the best protection for the environment, and limitation on encroachment upon
State parks. A public report shall be made by the Department of Transportation of its
findings and the basis for its decision. [emphasis added]

The current 2000-2006 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) identifies the Durham
Northern loop, or Eno Drive, as two Intrastate System projects. The Northeast project, ID No. R-2631,
is a 6.4 mile multilane lane facility from -85 north to US-70 east, part on new location. The
Northwest project, ID No. R-2630, is 2 9.7 mile multilane facility from 1-85 west to 1-85 north, part
on new location. The funding source is identified as Highway Trust Fund. 1 am advised that the
projects are being jointly planned and that planning is in progress. A single draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) was filed in 1994. The route proposed by DOT for the northwest segment
intersected with I-85 near the Durham-Orange County line and stayed south of the Eno River and Eno

River State Park.

As of May 1999, the MPO’s preferred alternative for the Durham Northern Parkway consists
of a route on new location and improvements to existing roads. The route for the northwest segment
runs north from -85 (on new location and existing roads) to north of the Eno Rjver to US 15-501.
From US 15-501, the route runs south where it consists solely of improvements to Roxboro Road and
Duke Street. The route intersects with 1-85 at Duke Street in Durham.



] Issue

The issue appears to me to be whether the MPO’s preferred alternative for the northwest
segment is consistent with the legislative intent to use Trust Fund money for “urban loops.”

. Analysis

The legislature specifically ordered DOT to consider all alternatives advanced by interested
parties for the Durham Northern Loop. G.S. § 136-180.1. This fact gives minimal credence to the
argument that the MPO’s preferred alternative can be funded with loop money. This single fact cannot
be determinative. One must consider all statutory indicators to determine the legislative intent.

The General Assembly did not specifically define an “urban leop” in the Highway Trust Fund
Act. (Webster’s definition of 2 “loop” includes “a road constituting a detour,” that is, going around
or bypassing). Instead, the legislature generally described the seven authorized “urban loop” projects.
For example, the Charlotte and Greensboro loops are described as encircling the cities. The other five
urban loops are described as connecting specified roads in certain general locations. All of the loops
are described as on “new location.” The Durham Northern Loop is described as connecting I-85 west
of Durham to US-70 east of Durham on new location.

L) Conclusion

Based on the common meaning of a loop road and the legislature’s descriptions in the Trust
Fund law, it appears an “urban loop” is intended to be a route for through travelers primarily on new
location encircling or bypassing a major metropolitan area.

In order for Highway Trust Fund money to be used to fund improvements to existing corridors
for the Durham Northern Loop, the project must meet the legislative description of a “muitilane facility
on new location from 1-85 west of Durham to US-70 east of Durham.” It is my opinion that to the
extent that the MPO proposal for the northwest segment consists of improvements to Roxboro Road
and Duke Street, it is inconsistent with the législature intent. Roxboro Road is a radial facility and
enters the heart of Durham—not “west of Durham.” Guess Road and Cole Mill Road are also radial
routes that are not west of Durham. The legislature intended that the Durham Northern Loop consist
of a bypass around Durham on new location. Roxboro Road, Cole Mill Road, and Guess Road are
existing roads that have traffic capacity problems. The legistature clearly did not intend Trust Fund
loop money to be used to improve existing mner city streets. The Northern Loop was intended to
alleviate congestion, not add to it by using existing streets as part of the loop facility.

Let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

#29339
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Appendix B

Durham City and County Resolutions

Resolution from the Durham County Commissioners stating that they do
not support the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop — February 1995

Resolution from the City of Durham stating that they do not support the
Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop — March 1995

Resolution from the City of Durham supporting the establishment of a
Joint City-County Committee to evaluate transportation alternatives —
April 1995

Resolution from Durham County Commissioners supporting the
Northeastern Loop to -85 — February 1999

Resolution from the Durham City Council requesting review of the
Northern Durham Parkway — June 1999

Resolution from the Durham County Commissioners requesting review of
the Northern Durham Parkway — June 1999



RESOLUTION

DURHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
DURHAM COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

WHEREAS, the Ourham County Board of Commissioners support and encourage quality
development that will create an increased tax base, new jobs, and a reduction of the

property tax; and

WHEREAS, Durham needs road development and other innovative modes of transportation;
and

WHEREAS, the Northwest/Northeast Durham Loop was proﬁbsed 30 years ago; and

WHEREAS, the Northwest/Northeast Durham Loop would displace many homes and local
businesses; and

WHEREAS, the Northwest/Nor:heast Durham Loop would damage significant and valuable
wetlands and floodplains; and

WHEREAS, part of the Northwvest/Northeast Durham Loop would encroach upon and damage
the Eno River State Park and West Point on the Eno City Park; and

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Department of Transportation has failed to adequately
demonstrate the real need for and benefits of the proposed highway; and

WHEREAS, Home and business purchasers were not made aware of the possibility of a
major road corridor that would affect their property value and surrounding

neighborhoods:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Durham County Board of Commissioners cannot
support the Morthwest/Northeast Loop due to the serious negative 1impact on the
citizens of Durham County, and that we petition the Honorable Governor James Hunt,
the General Assembly, and the Secretary of the Department of Transportation to
support legislation that gives local government the flexibility, working with the
state, to designate the expenditure of trust fund monies currently allocated to loop
roads for other road development and transportation needs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thet the Durham County Board of Commissioners respectfully
requests that the North Carolina Department of Transportation and local department
staff work constructively with concerned citizens to identify potential and existing
roads and alternative transportation solutions to meet current and future area needs.

This the 27th day of February, 1995.

Ellen W. Reckhow, Vice-Chairman MaryAnn E. Black

Edward C. DeVito Sr. Tommy Hunt

EXHIBIT B-1 p.l



RESOLUTION #8054

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION OF CONCERN
NORTHEAST/NORTHWEST LOOP
DURHAM, NORTH CAROLINA

the City of Durham is responsible for developing both general and specific
plans to promote the orderly growth and development of the area inside
the corporate limits; and

the City of Durham is also one of the responsible parties involved in the
development of the Thoroughfare Plan, whose road portion is meant to

assure that both vehicular needs and Federal Air Quality Standards are
met; and

it is the responsibility of the Durham City Council, when overseeing the
implementation of these plans and the expenditure of taxpayer dollars, to
do so with foresight, thoughtfulness, and sensitivity to the long-term
quality of life of all of the citizens of Durham; and

when road projects in the Thoroughfare Plan would displace individuals
and businesses and potentially damage environmentally sensitive areas,
particular care must be taken that the pursuit of "the greater public good”
not unnecessarily nor unfairly impact some members of our community or
the environmental areas the community values; and

the Durham City Council shares the concerns which have been expressed
Jor each of the three corridors identified by the recently comp!eted
Environmental Impact Study of this project; and

the Durham City Council believes that local municipalities should play a
more significant role in determining transportation projects within their
Jurisdiction which impact citizens of their communities.

NOV, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of Durham does not
like any of the proposed alternatives for the Northeast/Northwest Corridor, and asks
Secretary of Transportation Sam Hunt to negotiate with the City and County officials
with input from neighborhood groups to allow flexibility in the use and spending of
highway transportation dollars for alternative transportation uses consistent with local

needs.

APPROVED BY
CITY COUNCIL

MAR 6 55

d). /Km »ﬁf?&c(

DEPUTY CITY CLERK

"FINAL VOTE APRIL 17"




RESOLUTION #8065

RESOLUTION OF CONCERN
NORTHEAST/NORTHWEST LOOP

WHEREAS, we do not support any of the alignments Jor Eno Drive;
and

WHEREAS, we do however support the establishment of a Joint City-
County Committee to evaluate transportation alternatives
fo address our long-term transportation needs that would
have been served by the proposed NE/NW Corridor.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Durham City
Council supports the pending legislation in the General Assembly that would
allow greater local control of highway fransportation funds in a manner
consistent with local needs.

APPROVED BY
CITY COUNCIL

;APRWSS\,ZBO
N, &7/

DEPUTY CITY CLERK



February 8, 1999

The resolution follows:

RESOLUTION CONCERNING
THE DRAFT FY 2000-2006
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)

WHERLAS, The Board of County Comumissioners recognizes the impontance of

transporiation to the cconomic and social well-being of the community;
and

WHEREAS, A Transportation Intprovement Program which identifies transportation

projects scheduled for State and Federal funding over the next seven years
is prepared and adopted bi-annually by the N. €, Board of Transportation
and the  Durham-Chapel  Hill-Cartboro Metropolitan ~ Planning
Organization; and

WHEREAS, The Board of County Commissioners strongly encourages extensive and

meaningful public participation in the design and construction of
transportation projects; and

WHEREAS, The Board of County Commissioners strongly encourages the provision of

bicycle and  pedeswian  facilities  and ~ prowcction  of  residential
ncighborhoods and the Eno River watcrshed as transpoctaticn
improvements are designed and irplemented; and

WHEREAS, The Nomh Carolina Board of Transportation and the Transportation

Advisory Commitice solicit input prior to and after the development of 2
Dreaft TIP; and

WHEREAS,  An auached list of priority projects were submitted in October 1997 by the

Board of County Commissioncrs for funding consideration: and

WHEREAS, The N, C. Departnent of Transportation and the Transportation Advisory

Commitice have preparcd a Draft 2000-2006 TIP and scck further public
COITMICHL,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS FOR DURHAM COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA THAT:

[

[P

_.h.

The Durham-Chapet Hill-Carrboro MPO and the N. C. Department of Transpottation
mutually adopt a 2000-2006 TIP which programs an cquitable share of federal and
State transportation funds for the City of Durham; and

The MPO actively seck additional funding for traasportation improvements by
working 1o change the Equity Fomnula to recognize the special needs of Durham
County as an cmployment hub, by restoring monizs to Eno Drive (R-2631) and
casuring  flexible allocation of Eno Drive monies (R-2630 and R-2631) to the most
appropriate tiansportation improvements as detenmined by the Durham Board of
County Conunissioners and Durham City Council during 1999, and by secking new
funding sources to advance regional transportation improvements; and

The MPO and State should consider financing alternatives which advance both
right-of-way 2nd construction for independeat phases of the US 15-501 and East End
Conancctor projects to maxitmize tangible benefits for the traveling public; and

The N. C. Deparenent of Transportation and the Transportation Advisory Committee
should agree that the phased implementation of tae NC 55 wideaing project should
begin at the rothem terminus of the project rather than the southem terminus in
Wake Couaty.



Consent Aeenda 3(0). Consideration of a resolution making recommendations to the NC
Depanment of Transportation on the Drafi 2000-2004 Transportation Improvement

Program (TIP) (adopt the resolution).

The NC Depaament of Transportation (NCDOT) has released a Draft 2000-2006
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) which identifies the program of federal and
Stare fundad transporation projects to be implemented across the Stace during the next
seven fiscal years, For increased public input, the Stata has implementsd an extended
public comment and outreach program. To increase fiscal responsibility, the Stare has
mads significant changes to constrain tha project funding cormmitments to faderal and
State revenue forecasts. As a result of the fiscal coastraint, the draft TIP proposes project
delays and postponcments statewide, including Durham. [t is therefore recommended
that the Board of County Commissioners adopt a “Resolution Concerning the Draft
2000-2006 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)” for subminal to rhe
Mctropolitan Planaing Organization (MPO) and the NCDOT. The resolution contains
provisiens recommended at the BOCC Worksession of February 1, 1999 and is praposed

for adoption.

Wesley Parham, Senior Transpoitation Engineer, City Public Works Department, will be
available for questions oq this matter.

County _Manguer's  Recommendation: Adoption of the resotution identified as
Attachment C.

Chairman Black asked Wesley Parham to present the Draft 2000.2006 Transportation
tmprovement Program (TIP).

Mr. Parham stated the staff revised the reselution that the Commissioness saw carlier this
moath at the worksession.  The insertion is bullst number tweo, {t was dictaied by the
Comunissioners at the worksession. That was the only change made at the worksession.

The Coramissioners asked several questions and made conunents about this agenda item
to which Wesley Parham responded.

The followiag citizens spoke about this agenda item

Brian J. Morign. 4417 Suany Court, discussed the facts relative to Ene Drive thar the
citizeas agreed on. The facts arc as follows: ransportation problems ja northers Durkam
need to be addressed, protect residential acighborhoods as transportation improvements
are desigried and implomented, proteet thie Eno River watershed, and Eno Drive as
picsently configured cannot satisfy the comununity. The Eno River Association and No-
Luwild Alternative have developed 2 comprehensive aliernative to Eno Drive. e
presented a copy of the report to the Commissioners.

Wavne £, Cash, 3706 Snow Hill Road, represciting Eno River Association, comumented
about his desirc o have Eno Drive built in 2 way that will best soive the COmMmuniry.

Philtip Vercen, 810 Willowdale Drive, representing the Chamber of Commeree,
discussed the funding that Durbiam County reecived compared to Wake and Orange
Countics. e urged the Commissioncrs to get the funding to build the castern portion of
Eao Drive (US 70 10 1-85). A compremisc should be worked out to build Eno Drive
beyond I-83. An alicrnative could be to put Eno Drive further north,

Patrick_Byker, 2614 Stuart Diive, representing the Chamber of Commcree, uracd the
Commissioners to adopt the resolution at this meeting as it is written, FHe urged the
Coinmiissioncrs to keep Eno Drive i the TIP,

Harry Dawlev, 1313 N. Greeson Street, urged the Commissioners to make a decision
aboui Eno Drive. The project is needed to relieve traffie corigestion in noihern Durham,




Ms, [ildegard Ryals, 1620 University Drive, seppoed the alwernatives that have been
offered for Eno Drive,

Ar. Bob Novak, 3300-5%0 Forunes Ridge, sucgesied the Board nmintzin [-85 to
Research Triangle Park. The Board should not ceduce the need for Ene Duive, the section
cast to Guess Road siceds 1o be built somewhere in Durham County.

Vice-Chairman Reckhiow suggested that in the resolwtion under the deseription of
(R2630) (the cxact alignment to be determined by the City of Durham and Durham
County during 1999) be added.

Conunissioncr teron requested another whereas be added which would read *Whereas,
the Board of County Commissioncrs strongly cacourages the provision of bicycle and
pedestrian facilitics and protection of residential ncighborhoeds and the Eno River
Watershed as transportation improverments are designed 2nd implemented.”

Comnissioner Bell cominented that he can support the woiding that Vice-Chairman
Reckhow and Comunissioner Heren added i the resolution.

Commissioner Bell moved, scconded by Viee-Chairman
Reckhow, to approve the wording that Vice-Chainnan
Reckhow and Commissioner Heron added to the resolution.

Chairman Black called for discussion on the resolution.

Commissiencr Heron requested that on the sccond, “Now, Thercfore™ the last portion
should be changed to read “and insuring flexible ailocation of Eno Diive moaics (R2630
and R263[) o the most appropriate transportation improvements as determined by the
Durham County Board of Commissioners and the Durham City Councit during 1999, and
by sccking new funding sources to advance regionzl transportation improvements;
a0

Comumissioner  Bell modified his motion to  include

Conurissioner Heren's wording. Vice-Chairman Reckliow

seconded the motion.

The motion carricd unanimously.



RESCLUTION #8562

AFFROVED BY
STy COUNGHL
o RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE DURHAM NORTHWEST AND
JIN 7 98 NORTHEAST LOOP (“ENO DRIVE™) AND TO ENDORSE THE
)&0 NORTHERN DURHAM PARKWAY AND INNOVATIVE MEASURES TO
INCREASE TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS

C@ Sn _
SEBUTY CITY CLERK

WHEREAS, The contraversy over the Durham Noﬁﬁwest and Northeast Loop (“Eno Drive™) has

fasted more than threc decades; and

WHEREAS, The Board of County Commissioners and City Council strongly encourage protection of

the Eno River basin and parklands, Little River basia, Penny's Bend, rare plant habitats,
and residential neighberhoods as transportation improvements are designed and
implemented; and

WHEREAS, Transportation solutions must include measures to increase transportation options by

promoting altemnatives to single-occupant vehicles: and

WHEREAS, Under the leadership of the Board of County Commissioners and City Council, the

community has come to a conscnsus on the preferred solution to transportation problems
in northeastern Durham,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
AND CITY COUNCIL, DURHAM, NORTH CAROGLINA, THAT:

1.

As the substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop (TIP Nos. R-2630 and B-2631) and
proposed Durham Northern Freeway, the Board of County Commissioners and City Council
endorse the Northern Durham Parkway and associated road improvements, as specifically described
in the map and list that are attached as appendices to this resolution; and

The Board of County Commissianers and City Council endorse a sequence of road construction that
simultaneously begins with construction in the north, i.c., in the vicinity of the proposed Red Mill
extension at US 501, and in the south, i.¢., in the vicinity of US 70: and

The Board of County Commissioners and City Council recommend that the Durham representatives
on the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) to make a motion and advocate adoption at the
TAC's next meeting that endorses the substitution and construction sequence described in the
previous paragraphs (1 and 2); and .

The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse the road construction performance
standards and measures for mitigating water quality impacts from road construction that are listed in
appendix three to this resolution, stipulate these standards and measures as the minimum that are
necessary, and call for full funding and the most stringent a2dherence to these standards and
measures; and :

The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a well-funded, inclusive planning
process that within one year will develop a Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan
which sccks to reduce travel by single-occupant vehicles by at least 10 percent in no moxe than five
years; and

The Board of County Commissioners and City Council strongly recommend that the City and
County jointly fund a Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan described in the previous
paragraph (5) and scek federal and state funding to the maximum extent feasible.

6/1/99/PWC 1 ATTACHMENT #PW-1



APPENDICES
Note: Appendix 1 is the map “Northern Durham Parkway: Preferred Coneeptual Alignment.”

APPENDIX 2, DESCRIPTION AND DESIGN OF NORTHERN DURHAM
PARKWAY AND ASSOCIATED ROAD IMPROVEMENTS

l. 4-lane Class I rural arterial (parkway) with 45MPH speed limit (capacity per direction of 19,700
ADT), limited access to newly-constructed segments, landscaped medjan and right of way, turn
bays, bus puli-outs, sidewalks, facilities for bicycles, and maximum use of noise mi tigation
measures

2. Alignment begins at US-70 at proposed exteasion to Aviation Packway and follows NCDOT’s
preferred alignment (alternative 3) to Hamlin Road

3. Alignment follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Raad, then follows Red Mill Road north

4. Anew scgment links Red Mill Road with Roxbaca Road {Thoroughfare Plaq alignment), extending
across the Little River and passing nosth of existing Snow Hill Road

3. Alignment follows existing Roxboro Road/Duke Strees south to [-85 and cxisting intersections are
upgraded, as needed

6. Extend Carver Street as 3 lanes to link up with Hamlin Road at Old Oxford Road

7. Upgrade Old Oxford Road but retain 2-lane cross-section for this road, until demand warrants a
wider cross-section.

8. Replace the Old Oxford Road bridge across the Eno River by a higher/longer span bridge 10

mprove the river as a wildlife corridor
9. Relocate intersection of Snow Hill and Ofd Oxford Roads to a point north and cast of the diabase

glade sites (Thoroughfarc Plan alignment)
10, Upgrade other existing intersections, using roundabouts where they are beneficial

APPENDIX 3. ROAD CONSTRUCTION PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
AND MEASURES FOR MITIGATING WATER QUALITY
IMPACTS FROM ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Ensure complete protection of Peany's Bend and Snow Hill diabase glades

Prevention of adverse water quality impacts, prevention of adverse wetlands impacts, and fuil

mitigation of water quality and wetlands impacts with penalties for poor performance by

highway contractors

3. High Quality Waters best management practices (BMPs) for surface water protection
throughout the entire corridor

4, NC Wildlife Commission biologist (at least one working full time) to help provide continuous
surveillance of susceptible biota in Eno River 2nd Little River and water quality, to help ensure
that all possible steps are taken to protect the susceptible biota in Eno River and Little River and
water quality, to help ensure that contractors incorporate all feasible prevention and mitigation
measures during construction, and 1o help ensure proper maintenance of sediment control
structures 2

5. Enhanced City/Couaty protection against water quality impacts of secondary development and

more City/County staff

B



Additional prevention and mitigation measures in the Durham Environmental Affairs Board's
teport Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Northwest/Northeast Corridor

Enhanced Stream Watch program for Eno River and tributaries

Rautine, past-construction stream matntenance to remave trash
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North Carolina
Durham County
CERTIFICATION

I. GARRY E. UMSTEAD, CMC, Clerk to the Board of County Commussioners for
Durham County, being first duly sworn, do hereby certify that the attached is a true and
accurate copy of the “RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE DURHAM NORTHWEST
AND NORTHEAST LOOP (‘ENO DRIVE’) AND TO ENDORSE THE NORTHERN
DURHAM PARKWAY AND INNOVATE MEASURES TO INCREASE
TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS” adopted by the Durham County Board of
Commissioners at its Regular Session held on June 14, 1999.

WITNESS my hand and corporate seal of Durham County this 18" day of June, 1999.

(SEAL) &ﬂ,’w{ an

GARRY WSTEAD, CMC
Clerk to tite Board of County Commissioners

Sworn to and subscribed before me
this 18® day of June, 1999.

M%L
Notary Public

My Commission expires: _|A-&o-Ao00
Attachment

Durham County Administrative Complex, 200 E. Main Street, Durham, NC 27701 (919) 560-0027 Fax (919) 560-0020
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RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE DURHAM NORTHWEST AND
NORTHEAST LOOP (“ENO DRIVE”) AND TO ENDORSE THE NORTHERN
DURHAM PARKWAY AND INNOVATIVE MEASURES TO INCREASE
TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS

WHEREAS, the controversy over the Durham Northwest and Northcast Loop (“Eno
Drive”) has lasted more than three decades; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners and City Council strongly encourage
protection of the Eno River basin and parklands, Little River basin, Penny’s Bend, rare
plant habitats, and residential neighborhoods as transportation improvements are designed
and implemented; and

WHEREAS, transperiation solutions must include measures to icrease transportation
options by promoting alternatives to single-occupant vehicles; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners and City Council have come 1o an
agreement on the preferred solution to transportation problems in northeastern Durham.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE [T RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS AND CITY COUNCIL, DURHAM, NORTH CAROLINA,
THAT:

1. As the substitute for the Northwest and Northeast Loop (TIP Nos. R-2630 and R-
2631} and proposed Durham Northern Freeway, the Board of County Commissioncrs
and City Council endorse the Northern Durham Parkway and associated road
improvements, as specifically described in the map and list that are attached as
appendices to this resolution; and

2. The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a sequence of road
construction that simultaneously begins with construction in the north, ie., m the
vicinity of the proposed Red Mill extension at US 501, and in the south, i.¢., in the
vicinity of US 70; and

3. The Board of County Commissioners and City Council recommend that the Durham
representatives on the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) to make a motion
and advocate adoption at the TAC’s next meeting that endorses the substitution and
construction sequence described in the previous paragraphs (1 and 2); and

4. The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse the road construction
performance standards and measures for mitigating water quality impacts from road
construction that are listed in appendix three to this resolution, stipulate these
standards and measures as the mioimum that are necessary, and call for full funding
and the most stringent adherence to these standards and measures; and



5. The Board of County Commissioners and City Council endorse a well-funded,
inclusive planning process that within one year will develop a Durham Transportation
Demand Management Plan which sceks to reduce travel by single-occupant vehicles
by at least 10 percent in no more than five years; and

6. The Board of County Commissioncrs and City Council strongly recommend that the
City and County jointly fund a Durham Transportation Demand Management Plan
described in the previous paragraph (5} and seck federal and state funding to the
maximum extent feasible.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS AND CITY COUNCIL, DURHAM, NORTH CAROLINA,
THAT copies of this Resolution, adopted this 14™ day of Junc 1999, shall be transmited
to the Sceretary of Transportation, Durham County’s member of the State Board of
Transportation, Durbam City Council, Transportation Advisory Commiittee, and members
of the Durham County Legislative Delegation.

APPENDICES

Note:  Appendix 1 is the map “Northern Durham Parkway: Preferred Conceptual
Alignment.”

APPENDIX 2. DESCRIPTION AND DESIGN OF NORTHERN DURHAM
PARKWAY AND ASSOCIATED ROAD IMPROVEMENTS

1. 4-lane Class I rural arterial (parkway) with 4SMPH speed limit (capacity per direction
of 19,700 ADT), limited access to newly-constructed segments, landscaped median
and right of way, tumm bays, bus puli-outs, sidewalks, facilities for bicycles, and
maximum use of noise mitigation measures

2. Alignment begins at US-70 at proposed extension to Aviation Parkway and follows
NCDOT’s preferred alignment (alternative 3) to Hamlin Road

3. Alignment follows Hamlin Road to Red Mill Road, then follows Red Mill Road north

4. A new segment links Red Mill Road with Roxboro Road (Thoroughfare Plan
alignment), extending across the Little River and passing north of existing Snow Hill
Road

5. Alignment follows existing Roxbore Road/Duke Street south to I-85 and existing
ntersections are upgraded, as needed

6. Extend Carver Street as 3 lanes to link up with Hamlin Road at Old Oxford Road

7. Upgrade Old Oxford Road but retain 2-lane cross-section for this road, until demand
warrants a wider cross-section.

8. Replace the Old Oxford Road bridge across the Eno River by a higher, wider, longer
span bridge to improve the river as a wildlife corridor

9. Relocate intersection of Snow Hill and Old Oxford Roads to a point north and east of
the diabase glade sites (Thoroughfare Plan alignment)

10. Upgrade other existing intersections, using roundabouts where they are beneficial



APPENDIX 3. ROAD CONSTRUCTION PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

AND MEASURES FOR MITIGATING WATER QUALITY
IMPACTS FROM ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Ensurc complete protection of Penny’s Bend and Snow Hill diabase glades
Prevention of adverse water quality impacts, prevention of adverse wetlands
impacts, and full mitigation of water quality and wetlands impacts with penalties
for poor performance by highway contractors

High Quality Waters best management practices (BMPs) for surface water
protection throughout the entire corridor

NC Wildlife Commission biologist (at least one working full time) to help provide
continutous surveillance of suscepttble biota in Eno River and Little River and
water quality, to help ensure that all possible steps are taken to protect the
susceptible biota in Eno River and Little River and water quality, to help ensure
that contractors incorporate all feasible prevention and mitigation measures during
construction, and to help ensure proper maintenance of sediment control structures
Enhanced City/County protection against water quality impacts of secondary
devcelopment and more City/County staff

Additional prevention and mitigation measures in the Durham Environmental
Affairs  Board’s report  Emvironmental Impacts of the Proposed
Northwest/Northeast Corridor

Enhanced Strcam Watch program for Eno River and tributaries

Routine, post-construction stream maintenance to remove trash



Exhibit C-1

Exhibit C-2

Exhibit C-3

Exhibit C-4

Exhibit C-5

Exhibit C-6

Exhibit C-7

Appendix C

Northern Durham Parkway Agency Correspondence

Letter from NCDOT to Agencies requesting comments (Includes list of
agencies who received letter)

US Army Corps of Engineers Response Letter—May 12, 2000

North Carolina Division of Parks and Recreation Response Letter -
May 22, 2000

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission Response Letter -
May 23, 2000

North Carolina Division of Water Quality Response Letter - June 1, 2000

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources Response Letter -
August 8, 2000

US Army Corps of Engineers Response Letter - August 16, 2000



STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Davib McCoy

James B. HUNT Jr
SECRETARY

GOVERNOR
April 12, 2000

«TITLE»
«AGENCY»
«ADDRI»
«ADDR2»
«CITYSTATEZIP»

Dear «SAL»:

SUBJECT:  Feasibility Study for the Northern Durham Parkway, Durham Northwest Loop and
Northeast Loop Corridor Study, State Project No.: 6.358001T (R-2630 & R-2631),

Durham and Orange Counties.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has initiated a study to determine if a
new route developed for the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop is a reasonable and feasible
alternate. This new alternate, the ‘“Northern Durham Parkway”, was developed by the Durham Joint
City/County Planning Committee following the completion of the State Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (DEIS).

The purpose of this letter is to solicit comments on the Northern Dutham Parkway and to request
updates to your comments regarding Alternate 3 presented in the DEIS. Subsequent to the DEIS,
Alternate 3 was selected by NCDOT as the Preferred Alternative for the Durham Northwest and
Northeast Loop, from Guess Road (NC 157) to US 70 at the Wake County line. West of Guess
Road, additional corridors will be investigated to minimize or avoid impacts to the Eno River State

Park.

If the Northem Durham Parkway is determined to be a reasonable and feasible alternate, a
Supplemental State DEIS will be prepared. This Supplemental State DEIS will re-evaluate the
Northwest and Northeast Loop Alternate 3 and the Northern Durham Parkway Alternate to identify
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Altemnate.

To assist in this review, this letter includes information regarding the project history, purpose and
need for the project, scope of the study, project area description, and project alternates. Exhibits
showing the general project area and the alternate corridor locations are also included.



Project History

In 1991, the NCDOT retained the private engineering firm of H. W. Lochner, Inc. to prepare a State
DEIS on the proposed Durham Northwest Loop and Northeast Loop. The formal agency scoping
comments and coordination for this project was initiated in October 1991.

During the initial development of the project altematives, concern regarding the Eno River and the
Eno River State Park was raised by state and federal agencies, the City of Durham, Durham County,
local interest groups, and private citizens. Several build alternates, north and south, of the Eno
River were developed and evaluated for the project. The project coordination, study alternates, and
evaluations are included in the State DEIS approved October 26, 1994.

Following the Public Hearing and the review of public and agency comments, the NCDOT
announced the selection of a preferred alternative in September 1997. As a result of changes in the
Eno River State Park boundaries, the NCDOT determined that further corridor studies would be
undertaken for the western portion of the project from I-85.to Guess Road. For the portion of the
project east of Guess Road, the NCDOT selected Alternate 3 as the Preferred Alternative.

The City of Durham, Durham County, and several interest groups expressed their continued concern
regarding the potential impacts to the Eno River and the Eno River State Park. In order to organize
and resolve these concems, the Durham Joint City/County Planning Committee (JCCPC) met and
developed a build alternate they believe will best serve the Durham area. This alternate, called the
Northern Durham Parkway, was endorsed by resolution in June 1999 by the Durham City Council
and by the Durham County Board of County Commissioners. In late 1999, the NCDOT in
conjunction with H. W. Lochner, Inc initiated a study of the Northern Durham Parkway to
determine if it is a reasonable and feasible alternate requiring a more detailed evaluation.

Scope of Study

The scope of this study will consist of a “fatal-flaw” investigation of the Northem Durham
Parkway. The study will develop the corridor following the approximate location outlined by the
Durham JCCPC. The potential impacts to the human and natural environment, will be quantified
based on available data and used to determine if the corridor is reasonable and feasible.

Purpose and Need for the Project

The Northwest and Northeast Loop is needed to reduce existing traffic congestion in and around the
urban areas of north and east Durham and to increase the overall system capacity of the existing
traffic network based on future projected travel demand. The project would provide a2 more direct
route for commuter traffic originating in northwest and northeast Durham and destined for Research
Triangle Park and the Raleigh Durham International Airport. The proposed roadway would provide
an additional east/west facility in northern Durham and a north/south facility in eastern Durham for
through traffic to bypass or circumnavigate portions of the City of Durham.



The Northern Durham Parkway Alternate is also intended to improve existing traffic congestion in
and around the urban areas of north and east Durham while minimizing the impacts to the Eno
River State Park. This Parkway would provide a more direct route for traffic traveling in northern

Durham County to I-85 and US 70.

Description of General Area

Durham County is located in the piedmont physiographic province of north central North Carolina.
The topography of the area is slightly rolling with creek and river valleys incising the landscape.
These valleys generally confine the associated floodplain and wetlands to the stream channels.
Major water bodies in the project area include the Little River Reservoir, Eno River, Little River,
and associated tributaries, Crooked Creek, Ellerbee Creek, Little Lick Creek, Lick Creek, Panther
Creek, and Chunky Pipe Creek. Each of these water bodies flows into Falls Lake, an impoundment
of the Neuse River constructed to provide drinking water to neighboring Wake County and the City
of Raleigh. Falls Lake is located northeast and east of the project study area.

The project area is located in the northern portions of the Durham urban area that includes portions
of the City of Durham and Durham County. There are four north/south-oriented roadways from the
City of Durham that traverse the Eno River. Along these roadway corridors exist a mix of
residential and commercial land uses. Between the developed roadway corridors, open space and
agricultural land uses occur. Along the Eno River, a system of state and local parks have been

established. Also located within the study corridor are small pockets of light industrial land uses

and a gravel quarry. North of the Eno River, residential development is the dominant land use.
Treyburn, a large residential and industrial community, is in process of developing at the crossing of
Old Oxford Road, Teknika Parkway, and Red Mill Road just south of the Little River Reservoir.
Residentiat and industrial sites are currently located in this area.

East of the project area, agricultural and low-density residential land uses occur. Southeast of the
project area, and in close proximity to the east project termini, is Research Triangle Park. Also
close to the project study area, southeast of the east project termini, is the Raleigh Durham
International Airport. West and northwest of the project area is open space associated with the Eno
River State Park system, low density residential housing, and agricultural land uses.

Description of Alternates

Attached for your use is a map showing the corridor locations for both the Northwest and Northeast
Loop and the Northem Durham Parkway alternates. Both alternates are proposed as four-lane
arterial type roadways with at grade intersections at major road crossings and interchanges at
interstate crossings. An interchange is also proposed at US 501 for the Northwest and Northeast
Loop and will be evaluated for the Northern Durham Parkway.

The Northwest and Northeast Loop extends around the northem side of Durham from 1-85 to
US 70. From 1-85 to Guess Road, the three build alternates, Altemates 1, 2, and 3, described mn the
State DEIS are still under consideration and may include future modifications to minimize impacts
to the Eno River State Park. The general location of these alternates begin at 1-85 west of the
Orange County Line, extends north across the Orange/Durham County line, turns northeast



paralleling a portion of Sparger Road, and crosses Cole Mill Road. The Loop continues west
crossing Rose of Sharon Road and Hillandale Road to connect with Guess Road.

From Guess Road to US 70, the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop will follow the location of
Alternate 3 described in the State DEIS. Alternate 3 is the Preferred Altemative for this portion of
the project. The Preferred Alternative begins at Guess Road, crosses U.S. 501 and proceeds east
parallel to Hebron Road. The Loop continues across Old Oxford Road and an unused “L-Line” of
the Norfolk Southern Railroad before turning southeast to cross Hamlin Road and Ellerbee Creek.
The loop then tums south extending across I-85, Cheek Road, Freeman Road, and parallels Mineral
Springs Road across NC 98. From NC 98, the Loop continues south crossing Holder Road, Sherron
Road, and Leesville Road to connect with U.S. 70 at the Wake County Line.

The Northern Durham Parkway begins at existing 1-85 and extends north following Duke Street or
Roxboro Road to where they merge into a single roadway north of Horton Road. The Parkway then
follows existing Roxboro Road (US 501) to just north of Snow Hill Road before extending on new
location east to tie to and follow existing Red Mill Road across the Eno River to Hamhin Road. The
Parkway continues along existing Hamlin Road to connect with the proposed Northwest and
Northeast Loop. The section of the Parkway from Hamlin Road to U.S. 70 will follow along the
same location as the Preferred Alternative for the Northeast and Northwest Loop.

In order to investigate all social, economic, and environmental factors which may be involved with
the alternates, the North Carolina Department of Transportation is distributing this letter to obtain
any comments you may have relative to your area of expertise and concern. All input received will
be considered in this feasibility study to determine if the Northern Durham Parkway is a reasonable
and feasible alternate. Your updated comments on the Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop are

also appreciated.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation would appreciate any comments you may wish to
make on this project by May 12, 2000. If further information is needed, you may contact Mr. John
Conforti, REM, NCDOT Project Planning Engineer at (919) 733-7844, extension 208,

Sincerely,

William D. Gilmore, P. E., Manager
Project Development and Environmental Analysis

WDGljc

Attachment
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Department of Housing & Urban Development
Greensboro Area Office

2306 West Meadowview Road

Greensboro, North Carolina 27407

Regional Director, Region IV
Fish & Wildlife Service

U. S. Department of the Interior
1875 Century Boulevard NE #324
Atlanta, Georgia 30345-3301

District Chief

Geological Survey

3916 Sunset Ridge Road
Raleigh, North Carolina 27607

Regional Director, S.E. Region
National Park Service
Department of the Interior

75 Spring St., SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection Agency, Reg. IV
61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Field Supervisor

Fish & Wildlife Service

Fish & Wildlife Enhancement

Post Office Box 33726

Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

National Park Service
700 Northwestern Bank Building
Asheville, North Carolina 28801



Chief, East. Div. of Project Review
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, #809
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Mr. Coleman Long

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wilmington District Office

Post Office Box 1890

Wilmington, North Carolina 28402-1890
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Department of Health & Human Services
Public Health Service, Region VI
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Mr. Eric Alsmeyer

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
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U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

Post Office Box 1890
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Department of the Interior

Main Interior Building, MS 2340

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, D. C. 20240



Mr. Eric C. Michaux
Post Office Box 2152
Durham, North Carolina 27702

Ms. MaryAnn E. Black, Chairman
Durham County Commissioner

3206 Old Chapel Hiil Road #200
Durham, North Carolina 27707-3606

Mr. Thomas J. White, President/CEQ
Greater Durham Chamber of Commerce
Post Office Box 3829

Durham, North Carolina 27702

Mr. Wesley Parham, P.E., Transportation Engineer
City of Durham - Transportation Div.

101 City Hall Plaza, 4th Floor

Durham, North Carolina 27701-0000

Mr. C. Lloyd Williamson

Army Corps of Engineers - Wilmington District
Office

Post Office Box 1890
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University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
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Mr. Charles Kraulter, Executive Director
Triangle J Council of Governments

Post Office Box 12276

Research Triangle Park, N. C. 27709

Mr. David F. Thompson
Durham County Manager

200 E. Main Street

Durham, North Carolina 27701

The Honorable Nicholas J. Tennyson
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Ms. Becky Heron, TAC Chair-City of Durhaih DOT
Attn: Mark Ahrendsen
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Durham, North Carolina 27701-0000
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Joint City-County Planning Commission
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
FALLS LAKE
11405 FALLS OF THE NEUSE ROAD
WAKE FOAEST, NORTH CAROUNA 27433

IM REPLY REFER TO

X My 12, 2000

'\.""‘.OF
C 1:.:-‘{3

Mz, William D. Gilmore
Project Development and Environmental Analysns

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Post Office Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 2761}

SUBJECT: Comunents on Northern Durham Parkway, Durham Northwest Loop and
Northeast Loop Corridor Study

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

We received your letter soliciting comments on the new route proposed for th&
- Durham Northwest and Northeast Loop and have reviewed the information you provided.
The following comments are provided relative to the proposal’s potential impacts on

Falls Lake and surrounding public Jands,

The proposed alignment of the Northern Durham Parkway crosses portions of Falls
Lake at Ellerbee Creck, the Eno River and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers lands _
surrounding Red Mill Road. The Jands in this area are leased to the State of North |
Carolina and managed by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
(NCWRC). We have consulted with the NCWRC as our management partners in this
area, and concur with their objections to the proposed alignment.

The public lands surrounding Falls Lake in the study area (as well as many of the
lands elsewhere on the lake) are being managed as mitigation lands for the construction 2
of the lake per an agreement between the Corps and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
This mitigation status requires that the lands be managed for wildlife habitat and public

access, which would be ne%atwelz 1m2acted by the %rogosed road construction. n Weare |
also concemed ahout negative impacts to registered Natural Heritage Areas "that contain [——— 3

numerous rare plant species), flood storage, significant cultural resources, and wetlands
and watcr quality in Falls Lake.




The cavironmental concerns that were expressed during development of the
Durham Loop Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement about routes crossing the Corps of
Engineers mitigation lands remain valid. We do not support aiternatives that cross the

public lands and waters at Falls Lake. |

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and are available to
discuss this matter if needed. 1 may be reached at the Falls Lake office at (919) 846-9332

or at Yordan Lake at (919) 542-4501.

Si-nccrcly, '

Steve Brown |

Operations Manager
Falls / Jordan
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2’5 MNORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION

May 22, 2000

TO: Melba McGee
FROM: Stephen Hall S H
SUBJECT:  Scoping ~ Northern Durkam Parkway

REFERENCE: 00E-0533

: . apy
The Division continues to oppose the portion of Alternative 3 Jocated west of Roxboro
Road due to the likelihood of significent dicect, secandary, and cumulative impacts to the
Enc River State Park.

.

(%34

#
i

=1

T
P _ _ .
}'E. The proposed Nortbera Durham Parkway appears to have few impacts to race species of
i ':; Significant Natural Heritage Areas, although it is unclear from the enclosed map whether - [
e the Parkway will cross Corps lands along the Little River or ERerbee Creek. We also

v g
ol A1

canmot determine whether the Eno crossing — which appesrs to be on a new alignment
—is Jocated within the permancutly impounded postion of Falls Lake or lies within only
seasonaily inundated floodplain hebitats. Any teking of Corps lands for this project
would be of poteatial concem and the above poinis need to be clarified.
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North Carolina Wﬂdlife Resources Cormmssmn@ _

512 N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, Nocth Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-339]
- Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee

Office of Legislative and Intergovcmmcnt'él Affairs, DENR

FROM: David Cox, Highway Project Cobrdinajor
Habitat Conservation Program _ i 4}

DATE: May 23, 2000

SUBJECT:  Request for information from the N. C. Department of Transportation

(NCDQT) regarding fish and wildlife concerns for the Feasibility Study
for the Northem Durham Parkway and Northeast Loop Corridor Study,
Durham and Qrange counties, North Carolina. TIP No. R-2630 & R-2631,

. SCH Project No. 00-E-0533.

This memorandum responds to a request from Mr. William D. Gilmore of the

NCDOT for our concerns regarding impacts on fish and wildlife resources resulting from

the subject project. Biologi

sts on the staff of the N. C. Wildlife Resources Commissian

(NCWRC) have reviewed the proposed inﬁrovcments. Our comments are provided in

accordance with certain provisions of the

ational Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C,

4332(2)(c)) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, 2 amended; 16
U.S.C. 661-6674). X - .

Te

that the routc shown in the maps would have numerous stream ¢rossi
into Falls

leased to the NCWRC for enroliment in the Game Lands Program

arcas. This route fragments a section estimated to be approximately 1000 acres from the _
_main portion of the Butner-Fails of the Neuse Game Lands. 1at connectivity 1Isa key |
component In these lands. This property was set aside to mitigate for the property that

was lost when Falls Lake was flooded. It is likely that substantial replacement lands —8

would be required for any land taken by NCDOT right of way and any land, which is
isolated by the new roadway, may also require replacement.

We have severai concerns regarding the subieci profect. | We are especially

oncerned about the route shown for the Northern Durham Parkway Corridor. It appears —6

ngs which
t :
nts) The property along

empty

Lake. Most of these ¢rossings will involve

Neuse River basin and have mapdato [ réquire;
ne of Falls Lake 1s public Jands held by the US. Army

as public recréational

The Northem Durham Parkway also has the potential to spur additional _ Q9
development in areas adjacent to the Game Lands. This may cause problems with o :

y Corps of Engineers and W



Memao 2 May 23, 2000

managerment as many sections of these lands are managed through controlled burms.
Dense smoke caused by these bums can create 2 hazard to motorists and is sometimesa | __ 9 cont
nuisance to adjacent property owners. The result of increased adjacent development is )
unmanageable portions of property, which can not be utilized to the fullest potential.

In areas of dense adjacent development, NCWRC is under increased pressure to
limit certain uses of Game Lands. These lands are open ta the public for hunting. Often 10
when development borders Game Land property, residents and homeowner associations
ask that hunting be restricted to areas away from their property. This devalues the game
land for one of its primary. purposes.J These same groups also ask for easements for uttixty
hnes and private roads 1o ¢ross Game Lands to reduce the costs of providing these
services to their constituents. This can further fragment and devalue these lands.

: We would be opposed to an alignment of the Northern Durham Parkway which
crosses Falls Lake project lands and brings the potential for additional impacts to 11
NCWRC Game Lands. Routes to the west of this property should be thoroughly

evaluated. '

In addition to our comment above, to help facilitate document preparation and the .
review process, our general informational needs are outlined below; ' o

1. Description of fishery and wildlife resources within the project area,
including a listing of federally or state designated threatened, endangered,
or special concem species. Potential borrow areas to be used for project -
construction should be included in the inventories. A listing of designated
plant species can be developed through consultation with:

The Natural Heritage Program

N. C. Division of Parks and Recreation
1615 Mail Service Center '
Raleigh, N. C. 27699-1615

(919) 733-7795

NCDA Plant Conservation Program
P. 0. Box 27647

Raleigh, N.C. 27611

{919) 733-3610

2. Description of any streams or wetlands affected by the project. The need for
channelizing or relocating portions of streams ¢rossed and the extent of

such activities.

3. Cover type maps showing wetland acreages impacted by the project.
Wetland acrcages should include all project-related areas that may undergo

hydrologic change as a result of ditching, other dreinage, or filling for
project construction. Wetland identification may be accomplished through

coordination with the U. S. Amny Corps of Engineers (COE). If the COE .
is not consuited, the person delineating wetlands should be identified and

criteria listed,



Memo

Page 3 June 26, 2000

. Cover type maps showing acreages of upland wildlife habitat impacted by the

proposed project, Potential borrow sites should be included.

. The extent to which the J)chcl will result in loss, degradation, or

fragmentation of wildlife habitat (wetlands or uplands).

- Mitigation for avoiding, minimizing or compensating for direct and indirect

degradation in habitat quality as well as quantitative losses.

- /A cumulative impact assessment section which analyzes the environmental

effects of highway construction and quantifies the contribution of this
individual project to environmental degradation.

. A discussion of the probable impacts on natural resources which will result

from secondary development facilitated by the improved road access.

. If construction of this facility is to be coordinated with other state, municipal,

or private development projects, a description of these projects should be
included in the environmental document, and all project sponsors should
be identified. _

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in the early planning stages for
this project. 1f we can further assist your office, please contact me at (919) 528-9836.

cc:  Eric Alsmeyer, USACOE, Raleigh
Tom McCartney, USFWS, Raleigh
John Hennesscy, DWQ, Raleigh




1621 Mall Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1621 Telephone $19-733-5083 FAX §19-71 5-5048

State of North Carolina
Department of Environment
and Natural Resources

Division of Water Quality A A

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor -
Bill Holman, Secretary :

Kerr T. Stevens, Director

N June }, 2000
MORAN
Te: Melba McGee
Through: Jobn Dornc
From: " Joha Henness
Subjecc Comments on the EAfFeasibility Study for the Nocthern Durham Parkway, Durham

Northwest Loop and North cast Corridor Study, State Project No. 6.358001 T, TIP Project
No. R-2630 & R-2631, DENR Praject Number Q0E-0533. .

This office has reviewed the referenced document. The Division of Water Quality (DWQ) is responstble
for the issvance of the Section 401 Water Quatity Certification for activities that impact Waters of the US.,
mcludmg wetlands. It is our understanding that the preferred altemnative, as presented in the EA, will result
-in impacts to multiple jurisdictional wetlands and streams. The DWQ offers the following comments based

onreview of the afnrcmcnuoned document;

A) The zlternative as presented do not appear to function in a manner consistent with the stated

purpose and nced. The stated purpose and need states: »... provide a0 additional cast/west facility
in northern Durham™. The alternative, as presented, provides for an upgrade of US 501 (= 12
north/south corridor), then provides for 2 new location facility that redirects traffic southeas:euﬂymi T

to I-83. The tltemative does not move traffic in an east/west direction. Due to the circuitous rou
of the proposed project, the DWQ believes the project lacks independent utility. '

B) The upgrade of US 501 may be appropriate as anather independent project to improve north/south
movements due to traffic deficiencies. However, the DWQ does not belisve that the proposed newl—— 13
location segmeat will provide ary tangible traffic improvements relative to the anticipated impacts. .

C) . 'k‘hc new location segment of the proposed aliernative would have siznificant delctenious impacts — 1 4 I
i ies including Falls Lake b

¢ project would require signitrcant impacts 10 Neuse Riparan e
ect would require a new crossing of the Ero River and would :mpact

Pm.l
cxlstmg Smc—manased Gamelands adjacent to Falls Lake.

An Equal Opportunity Affirmalive Action Employsr 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper
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D)

E)

G)

K)

L)

Prior to impacting high quality natural resources, we nced to ensuse the transportation benefis — 4 6
derived from the project are sufficient.] To that end, further analysis of the proposed alternative

should include a discussion on the existing traffic deficiencies the altzamative is designed to
improve. A discussion on the desired objectives and goals for the road system in North and
Northeast Durham and how this project fits into the long-range plan shauld be integrated into the
discussion. The discussion should include a comprehensive discyssion on the anticipated Level-
of-Service for the entire road network for design year. The discussion should include both the no

build and build alternatives.

After the selection of the referred alernative and prior 10 an issuance of the 401 Water Quality
Ceniification, the NCDOT is respectfully reminded that they will need 1o demonstrate the
avoidaace and minimization of impacts (o wetlands (and streams) to the maximum extent practical.
Based on the impacts described in the documeat, wetlaod mitigation will be required for this
project. Should the impacts to jusisdictional wetlands exceed 1.0 aczes, mitigation may ba
required in accardance with NCDWQ Wetland Rules [13A NCAC 2H.0506 (h)(2)}.

In accordance with the NCDWQ Wetlands Rules {15A NCAC 2H.0506(b)(6) ), mitigation will be
required for impacts of greater than 150 linear feet to any single percnnial stream. In the eveat that
mitigation is required, the mitigation plan should be designed to replace appropriate lost functions
and values. In accordance with the NCDWQ Wetlands Rules {15A NCAC 2H.0506 (h)(3)}. the
Wetland Restoration Program may be avaitable for use as sweam mitigation.

In accordanee with the Neuse River Riparian Buffer Rules { I5A NCAC 2B.0233}, mitigation will
be required for some to Neuse River Riparian Buffers. In the event that mitigation is required, the
mitigation plan should be designed to replace appropriate lost functions and values. In accordance o
with the Neuse River Riparian Buffer Rules [15A NCAC 28.0233}, the Wetland Restoration )
Program may be available for use as buffer mirigation.

Where streams miust be crossed, the DWQ prefers bridges be usad in lisu of culverts, However,
we realize that economic considecations oftet require the use of culverts. Please be advised that

culverts should be countersunk to allow unimpeded passage by fish and other aquatic organisms.
Moraover. in areas whece high quality wetlands or streams are impacted, a bridge may prove
preferable. Whea applicable, DOT should not install the bridge bents in the ereek, 1o the

maximum extent practicable.
Sediment and erosion control measures should not be placed in wetlands.

Borrow/waste areas should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. Impacts to
wetlands In borrow/wasts arsas could precipitate compenasalory miligation.

The 401 Watcr Quality Certification application will need to specifically address the proposed
methods for stormwater management, More specifically, stormwater should not be peamitted to
discharge directly into the creck. Instead, stormwater should be designed to drain o a properly

designed stormwater detention facilityfapparatus.

There should be a discussion an mitigation plans for unavoidable impacts. If mitigation is
required, it is preferable to present a conceptual (if not finalized) mitigation plan with the
eavironmental documentation. While the NCDWQ realizes that this may not always be practical,
it should be noted that for prajects requiring mitigation, appropriate mitigation plans will be
required in conjunction with the issuance of a 401 Water Quality Certification. '

Future documentation shauld include an itemized listing af the proposed wetland and stream
impacts with corresponding mapping.



My, William D Gilmeors matio
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N Based on the information preseated in the document, the magaitude of impacts to wetlands and
streams will requise an Individual Permit application ta the Corps of Engincers and corresponding
401 Water Quality Certification. Please be advised that a 401 Water Quality Certification requires
satisfactory protection of water quality (o casure thar water quality standards arc met and no
wetland or stream uses are lost. Final permit autharization will require the submittal of a formal
application by the NCDOT and writen concurrence from the NCDWQ. Please be awarc that any
approval will be contingent on appeopriate avoidance and minimization of wetand and stream
impacts to the maximum extent practical, the development of an acceptable stormwater
management plan, and the inclusion of appropriate mitigation plans where appeopriate.

The NCDWQ appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on your project. Should you bave say
questions o require any additional information, please contact John Hennessy at (919) 733-5694.

cc:  Eric Alsmeyer, Corps of Engincers
Tom McCartney, USFW3S
David Cox, NCWRC -
Steve Mitchell, NCOWQ Regional Office
Persoaal Files
File Copy

CacdoTIP R-2630\comments\ R-2630 commeats.doe



North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office

David L. 5. Brook, Administrator

James B. Hunt Jr., Govecrnor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

August 8, 2000

MEMORANDUM

TO: William D. Gitmore, P.E., Manager _
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch

FROM: - IDavid Brookf&?.z-ho( MM

Deputy State Histori€ Preservation Officer

Re:  Feasibility Study for the Northern Durham Parkway, Durham Nosthwest Loop and
Northeast Locp Cocridor Study, TIP No. R-2630 & R-2631, Durham and Orange

Counties, 07-5-4220-0533 -

Thank you for your letter of April 12, 2000, concerning the above project.

We have conducted a search of our maps and files and have located the following structures of
historical or architectural importance within the general area of the project.

Fairntosh Plantation (DH 1), located on the east side of the junction of SR 1004 and SR
1632. Tlis property is listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

West Point Mult Street, West Point Mill, West Point McCown-Mangum (DH 519-521),
located on the west side of Roxboro Road on the south bank of the Eno River. These 17

properties are listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Boanie Brae I";arm ('DH 515), located at 4002 _Roxbdro Road. This property is listed on
the State Study List. '

Benehari-Can)Eron Plantation (OH 2169), this property has been determined eligible for
the National Register. ) -

Belvin Place (DH 2166), located on the west side of SR 1632, 0.5 mile east of SR 1004,

Cox-Pope Hecuse (DH 2260), located on the east side of US 501, 0.4 mile south of its
junction with SR 1002

Lacatlon Matling Address Telephose/Fax

507 N.-Blount St., Ralcigh NC 4517 Mai! Service Center, Raleigh NC 276994617 (919} 733-4763 « T33-2633.

4619 Mail Senr?cc Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4619 (919) 733-7342 » 715261

ADMINISTRATION
motoI.% WS ATLAD.4L17 fa16Y T11-A547 - T15-4801

ARCHAEOLOGY 421 N. Bloua: St, Raleigh NC



Page20f2
William D. Gilmore
August 8, 2000

Flintom House (DH 2300), located on the west side of US 501, 0.4 mile north of its
junction with SR 1456. .

Hardcastle House (DH 2338), located on the east side of SR 1632, 0.4 mile north of its }
junction with SR 1634.

Dr. Edwir. Holt House (DH 2342), located on the north side of SR 1628, 0.5 mile east of
its junction with US 501.

Frank Hogan Store (DH 2363), located on the west side of US 501, 0.5 mile north of its
junction with SR 1640. '

Lipscombe House (DH 2407), located on the r'l.brthwest corner at the juncsion of SR 1002
and US 501.

Northern 76 Service Station (DH 2478), located on the west side of US 501, 0.8 mile

north of its junction with SR 1614.
A

Orange Grove Baptist Church (DH 2488), located on the east side of US 501, 0.1 mile
south of its junction with SR 1640. '

" The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's Regulations for Compliance with Section
106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800. -

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. - If you have questions concerning the above -
comment, please contact Rence Gledhill-Earley, Environmental Review Coordinator, at 919/733-

4763.
DB:kge

cc.  Mary Pope Furr

omery
Brown / pontd

County
RF

BC



OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PQ. BOX 1850
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROUNA 28402-1850

August 16, 2000

IN REPLY REFER 1O

Planning Services Section

Mr. William D, Gilmore, P.E., Manager

Project Development and
Environmental Aralysis

North Carolina Division of Highways

Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

This is in response to your letter of Aprit 12, 2000, requesting comments on the
*Feasibility Study for the Northern Durham Parkway, Durham Northwest Loop and
Northeast Loop Corridor Study, State Project No.: 6,358001T (R-2630 & R-2631),
Durham and Orange Counties™ (Regulatory Division Action 1.D, No, 198501068).

Our comments involve impacts to flood plains and jurisdictional resources that
include waters, wetlands, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects. Enclosed are

our comuments on these issues.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If we can be of further
assistance, please contacl us.

Sincereiy,

W. Coleman Long
Chief, Planning and
Environmental Branch

Enclosure



August 16, 2000
Page t1of2

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WILMINGTON DISTRICT, COMMENTS ON:

“Feasbility Study for the Northem Ducham Parkway, Durham Northwest Loop and Northeast Loop
Carridor Study, State Project No.: 6.368001T (R-2630 & R-2631}, Durham and Orange Counties”
(Regulatery Division Action 1.D. No, 198501068}

{. FLQOU PLAINS: POC - Mr. Bobb illis, Planning Services Section, a

(910) 2514728 ]

Based on several panels of the February 1996 Durham County, North Caralina and Incorperated

Areas Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)jone detaled and several approximate study streams appear to
be crossed by the proposed Northern Durham Parkway Cormidor. The detailed study stream is Eilerbe

including Eno Tributary, Warren, Ellerbe, Chunky Pipe, and Little Lick Creeks, and Litlle Lick Creek
Tributary 1B. Approximate streams crossed by the DNNLG include Club Creek (Eno Tributary 1 on the
FIRM). Eno Tributary, Panther Creek and tributaries, Lick Creek, and an unnamed stream near the

eastern terminus of the proposed corridor.

Wae refer you to the Federal Emergency Management Agency's 'No'-Rise" requirements, as noted in
information we have sent previously to your office. The project should be designed to comply with the
requiremants of the National Flood Insurance Program and al local ordinances. :

2. WATERS AND WETLANDS; POC - Mr. Eric Alsmeyer, Regulatory Project Manager, Ralelgh
= v ,

Figld Office, Reguiat jvi 9

a. Prior Department of the Ammy permit authorization, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
of 1977, as amended, will be required for the discharge of excavated or fil} material into waters andfor
wetlands In conjunction with this project, including temporary impacts for construction access or bridge
demolition, and the disposal of construction debris. |

b. Review of the project indicates that the proposed work may Involve the discharge of excavated or
fill materiai Into waters and wetlands. Whea final plans are completed, including the extent and focation of
any work within waters of the United States and wetlands, our Regulatory Division would appreclate the
Gpportunity to review these plans for a project-specific determination of Depariment of the Army permit
requirements. These plans should include temporary impacts from any necessary construction access. If
there are only minor impacts to waters, including wetlands, the work might be authorized under one or
more nationwide or regional general permits provided avoidance and minimization are adequalely

addressed.

. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Coms) must assess the impacts of éuch acfivities on the

Creek, and the approximate s%’ ams include the Eno River, Cabin Branch, and Little River.l The Durham
Northwest and Northeast Loop r C) appears to cross several detailed study streams, ... .

aquatic environment prior to issuing Department of the Army permits. Authorization of aquatic fill activities

requires that the project be water dependent end/or that no practicable altematives are available. Our -
initial review emphasis for North Carolina Department of Transportations (NCDOT) projects will focus on
the impacts ta waters and/or wellands. However, if degradation {o other aspects of the natural
envicanment (e.g., habitat of endangered species) is considered to be of greater concem, an aitemative

resulling in greater aquatic losses may be chosen as prefemed,
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d. In all cases, and In accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps, the sequencing procass of aveidance, minimization,
and compensatory mitigation of unavoidable wetland impacts will be salisfied prior to the final permit
decision. A Depariment of the Army permit will not be Issued until a final plan for compensatory mitigation

is approved. Mitigation for stream Impacts may aiso be required.

e. Regarding the alternatives to be studied, itis not clear in the material presented how the Northem
Durham Parkway (NDP) fits in with the purpose and need of the Northwest/Northeast Loop. Ifitis being
considered as an altamative that would replace the portion of Altemative 3 between US 501 and Ellerbe
Creek, then based on the information available at this time, the Corps prefers Atemative 3 to the NDP,
because Alternative 3 would nat require new crossings of the Litle River and the Eno River, and appears
to be less likely to impact environmentally sensitive areas within or adjacent to the Falls Lake property. If
the NDP Is being considered in addition to Altemiative 3 between US 501 and Ellerbe Creek, then the
Corps recommends that the NOP be evaluated independently of the Northwest/Northeast Loap.

{. In addition, by letter dated May 12, 2000,|the Curps Falls Lake Office responded to NCOOT's April
12, 2000, request far comments. That lefter stated objections to the proposed afignment for the NDP, and
to any altematives thal cross the public lands and waters at Falls Lake, and stated concems regarding -
negative impacts that the proposed highway would have to Falls Lake lands managed for wildiife habitat

and public access, and to.other resources on the Falls Lake property. NCDOT wili have to address the

—19

{Falls Lake Office’s concerns and objections in any penmit applications for alternatives that cross the Falls
Lake property, and obtain ali required real estate approvals from the Corps prior to completion of the

Corps permit process.|

g. Also, we reiterate the statement in cur February 10, 1995, comments on the DEIS for fhe
 NorthwestNortheast Loop, that NGDOT should coardinate closely with the North Carolina Department of
Cultlural Resourcas, so the Corps can ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic

Preservation Act. :
h. The Corps recommends that the further evaluation of this project be done within the 404/NEPA
merger process.
Quastions or comments pertaining to permits may be directed to Mr. Eric Alsmeyer at the above

telaphone number or at the following Web page: !]ng:!Mww.saw.usace.am.mWetlandgmgmﬂ.mr_n)..

. .S, ARMY CORPS NGINEERS PROJECTS: POG — Mr. rown, FalislJordan Lakes

Qperations Manager at (919) 846:9332 (Falls) or {519) 5424501 {Jordan)

contained in our May 12, 2000, letter to you on this project, as noted in
one of the

We refer you o our comments
Mr. Alsmeyer's comments, and welcome any discussion that is needed by contacting me at

listed telephone nurmbers.





